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Abstract 
This thesis examines how practising interaction designers experience working with large 

language models in their design work. Six qualitative semi-structured interviews with senior and 
mid-career designers were analysed using codebook thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2021), 
with a theoretical frame drawn from Schön's reflective practice, Polanyi's tacit knowledge, 
Hutchins's distributed cognition, and Dingemanse et al.'s figure-ground reframing of the 
cognitive sciences. Three themes were developed in the analysis: judgement and tacit knowledge; 
agency and control; artefacts, documentation and role identity. Across all three themes the central 
finding is one of spread rather than convergence. The designers articulate six distinct positions 
on control, six distinct positions on professional identity, and several different framings of the 
human–AI relation. The variation indicates that AI use does not determine designer experience; 
what is experienced depends on how the designer configures the work, allocates attention across 
human and AI activity, and maintains the practices through which professional expertise is built. 
The study contributes a relational reading of AI in design practice; AI as a relational medium-
partner — that names a relation the existing vocabulary of tool and colleague does not adequately 
capture. A more precise terminological framing is identified as a direction for further work. 
Implications are discussed for design education, for the reproduction of tacit professional 
knowledge, and for further empirical work on AI-mediated practice. 

Keywords: interaction design, large language models, generative AI, reflective practice, tacit 
knowledge, distributed cognition, codebook thematic analysis, designer identity, relational 
medium-partner 
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1. Introduction 
Professional knowledge has always been embedded in the tools and artefacts through which 

it is practised. Architects know with sketches, surgeons know with instruments, programmers 
know with code editors. The knowing is not separable from the doing, and the doing is not 
separable from the material conditions under which it is done. This thesis examines what 
happens to professional knowledge when those material conditions change; specifically, when 
generative artificial intelligence enters the working practice of interaction designers as a new 
kind of partner in the doing. 

1.1. Technology as reconfigurer of practice 
That technology reshapes professional work is not in itself a new observation. The arrival of 

computer-aided design changed how architects work; the introduction of laparoscopic surgery 
changed how surgeons coordinate around a patient; the spread of word processors changed 
how writers compose. In each case the new technology did not merely speed up an existing 
practice but rearranged the practice itself; what was visible to whom, who could do what, what 
kinds of mistakes were possible, what forms of expertise mattered. 

A recent example illustrates this clearly. Pelikan et al. (2018), in a study of teleoperated 
surgical robots in operating rooms, show how the introduction of a robotic system reconfigures 
the surgical team along physical, cognitive and affective dimensions: team members are 
spatially redistributed, situation awareness becomes harder to maintain, and new practices 
emerge to compensate for the affective distance introduced by the technology. The robot is not 
a passive tool added to an existing workflow; it is, in their account, an active reorganiser of the 
practice itself. 

The introduction of generative AI into design work raises analogous questions. Large 
language models and the agentic systems built on them have moved, in the space of a few years, 
from novelty to working infrastructure for many practising designers. Some now prompt where 
they previously sketched, orchestrate agents where they previously briefed juniors, and treat 
design artefacts as inputs to AI pipelines as much as outputs of their own hands. Others remain 
sceptical, restrict AI to bounded tasks, or build explicit zones in which AI is not allowed to 
operate. The practices are not yet stable, and the variation across the profession is wide. 

1.2. What this changes 
Three concerns recur in the existing literature on AI in design work. The first concerns 

control: who decides what, and on what basis, when a substantial portion of an artefact is 
generated by a model the designer did not themselves train. The second concerns convergence: 
whether the statistical defaults of generative systems pull designed outcomes toward a narrow 
range of forms. The third concerns skill atrophy and reproduction: whether the tacit 
professional knowledge that practising designers have historically built through doing is 
preserved when much of the doing is delegated to AI. 

Existing studies have begun to map this terrain. Stige et al. (2024) systematically review AI 
use in UX design and identify recurring concerns about lost control, design misalignment, and 
skill displacement. Park (2025) examines whether the designer–AI relation is best 
characterised as AI-assisted designers or designer-assisted AI. Li et al. (2024) interview UX 
professionals and document the emergence of humans as arbiters of AI output. 
Wadinambiarachchi et al. (2024) provide experimental evidence that AI-supported ideation 
reduces divergent thinking. These studies establish that the changes are recognised, but they 
leave open the experiential texture of how individual designers interpret, allocate and respond 
to these changes in their day-to-day work. 

1.3. Definitions 
The classical definition of design as "devising courses of action aimed at changing existing 

situations into preferred ones" (Simon, 2008, p. 111) is too broad for the present study, which 
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is concerned specifically with the practice of professional designers, and too rationalist to 
capture the reflective, situated character of that practice. Throughout this thesis, design refers 
to professional design practice in Schön's (1983) sense; a reflective conversation with the 
materials of the work in which the designer perceives, judges, and acts on a situation that talks 
back. Interaction design refers to the subset of this practice concerned with products, services 
and systems that mediate the relationship between humans and computational artefacts. 

Generative AI, large language model (LLM), and AI are used interchangeably in this thesis 
to refer to the family of foundation-model-based systems the participants describe using in 
their work, including text, image and code generation as well as the agentic systems built on 
these capabilities. Where a more specific term matters to the argument, it is named. 

1.4. Research gap and aim 
What is missing from the literature surveyed above is the experiential dimension of 

designer-AI work: not what AI does to design output, but what working with AI is like from 
inside the practice; what designers describe when they articulate the changes to their 
judgement, their sense of agency, their professional identity, and the artefacts they produce. 
The present study addresses this gap through qualitative interviews with six practising 
interaction designers and through interpretation grounded in a cognitive-scientific theoretical 
frame drawn from Schön's reflective practice, Polanyi's tacit knowledge, Hutchins's distributed 
cognition, and Dingemanse et al.'s recent reframing of cognition's figure–ground relation. 

The contribution of the thesis is twofold. Empirically, the study documents the spread of 
designer responses to AI use across judgement, control, recovery, convergence, artefacts, 
identity and the human-AI relation. Theoretically, it offers a relational reading of AI in design 
practice; neither tool nor colleague but a relational medium-partner that mediates between 
intention and execution while responding to the designer in ways that shape what the designer 
attends to next. A more precise terminological framing of this relation is identified as a 
direction for further work. 

1.5. Research questions 
The thesis is organised around one main research question and three sub-questions: 
• Main research question: How do practising interaction designers experience 

working with large language models in their design work? 
• SQ1: How does working with large language models shape the designer's experience of 

judgement and tacit knowledge? 
• SQ2: How does working with large language models change the designer's experience 

of agency and control? 
• SQ3: How does working with large language models reshape design artefacts, 

documentation, and the designer's professional identity? 

1.6. Disposition 
Chapter 2 develops the theoretical framework. Chapter 3 describes the method, including 

participant recruitment, data collection, codebook thematic analysis, positionality, and ethical 
considerations. Chapter 4 presents the analysis in three themes corresponding to the sub-
questions: judgement and tacit knowledge; agency and control; artefacts, documentation and 
role identity. Chapter 5 discusses the findings through the theoretical frame and offers the 
proposed relational reading. The thesis closes with limitations and directions for further work. 

2. Theory 
Designers working with large language models are doing several things at once: producing 

artefacts, judging output, delegating tasks, maintaining identities. To make sense of these 
activities the present study draws on four theoretical resources that together cover the 
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cognitive, the embodied, the distributed and the relational dimensions of the practice. This 
chapter introduces each in turn and shows how they connect. 

The four resources tapped into are Donald Schön's account of the reflective practitioner, 
Michael Polanyi's concept of tacit knowledge, Edwin Hutchins's framework of distributed 
cognition, and a more recent metatheoretical proposal by Dingemanse et al. on the figure-
ground reversal that has reshaped the cognitive sciences over the past two decades. The first 
three are foundational texts for thinking about expert practice in cognitive terms. The fourth 
provides the wider conceptual frame within which the others are read here. 

2.1. The reflective practitioner 
Donald Schön's The Reflective Practitioner (1983) develops two related concepts central to 

this study: “knowing-in-action” and “reflection-in-action”. Knowing-in-action is the practical, 
embodied competence a skilled practitioner brings to a familiar task; the capacity to do without 
first articulating what is to be done. Schön takes the example of skilled crafts and professional 
practices in which knowledge appears in the doing itself and only becomes describable, if at all, 
after the fact (Schön, 1983, pp. 49–56). The skilled designer who arranges typography on a 
page without first formulating principles is exercising knowing-in-action. 

Reflection-in-action is what happens when this practical competence is interrupted. When 
a familiar situation produces an unfamiliar result, the practitioner attends to the situation 
differently; questioning, re-framing, experimenting in the midst of the work. Schön describes 
this as a conversation between the practitioner and the materials at hand, in which the 
materials talk back. The sketch is Schön's paradigmatic example: a designer drafts a line, sees 
something unexpected in what has been drawn, and responds to that something by drafting 
differently. The sketch is at once a medium for representing intent and a partner that responds 
to that intent in ways that reshape it (Schön, 1983, pp. 79–104). 

2.2. Tacit knowledge 
Michael Polanyi's central claim in The Tacit Dimension (1966) is that “we know more than 

we can tell” (Polanyi, 1966, p. 4). This phrase identifies a form of knowledge that is not absent 
from explicit articulation by accident but is constitutively non-explicit: the knowledge of a face 
one can recognise but not describe; the knowledge of how to ride a bicycle that cannot be 
transmitted by instruction; the knowledge of when a phrase of music has been played well. 
Tacit knowledge is acquired through participation in the activity it concerns, accumulated 
through extended practice, and exercised without conscious access to its workings. 

Recent work has begun to examine the relation between large language models and tacit 
knowledge directly. Budding (2025) argues that LLMs may possess a form of causal-
explanatory structure analogous to tacit knowing, opening a question about whether Polanyi's 
boundary can be sustained in its classical form when applied to AI. The present study does not 
adjudicate this question theoretically but reads the participants' accounts as the practitioners' 
own answer: across the interviews, designers consistently locate a capacity they ascribe to 
themselves and not to AI, regardless of whether that capacity is ultimately reducible. Polanyi's 
vocabulary is here treated as descriptive of the participants' lived distinction rather than as a 
metaphysical claim about what AI cannot, in principle, possess. 

2.3. Distributed cognition 
Edwin Hutchins's Cognition in the Wild (1995a) and the related paper “How a Cockpit 

Remembers Its Speeds” (1995b) reframe cognition as a process that occurs in interaction 
between people, artefacts and environments and not as a process taking place inside an 
individual mind. The cockpit example is Hutchins's clearest illustration. The cockpit 
remembers the aircraft's target airspeeds through a system of distributed representations: 
speed cards, marker bugs on the airspeed indicator, the pilots' verbal callouts, the autopilot's 
display. No individual element holds the memory; the memory is a property of the system. 
When the system is altered; when an artefact is removed or a routine is changed, the cognitive 
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function is altered too. The cockpit does not, of course, do this on its own. The "memory" is a 
property of the system as run by the pilots and crew working with the tools; what Hutchins 
offers is a description of how the cognitive work is distributed among people and artefacts 
rather than centred in any single mind. 

Hutchins extends distributed cognition explicitly toward HCI and design (Hollan et al., 
2000). A more recent contribution extends the framework into AI conditions specifically. Riedl 
et al. (2025) examine how artificial intelligence reshapes distributed cognition in human-AI 
teams, arguing that AI introduces a social forcefield that reconfigures the propagation of 
representational states among human and artificial nodes. In their account, the introduction 
of AI into a cognitive system is not the addition of an inert tool but the introduction of a new 
kind of agent whose presence redistributes the cognitive work the system was previously 
configured to perform. 

2.4. A figure-ground reversal in the cognitive sciences 
Dingemanse et al. (2023), writing in Cognitive Science, articulate what they call a figure-

ground reversal in the cognitive sciences. The classical figure of cognitive science was the 
individual mind, with social and material context serving as the ground against which mental 
processes were studied. Recent decades have seen this relation invert: in approaches across 
distributed, situated, embodied and enactive cognition, the social-material context becomes 
the figure, and the individual mind is one element within it. Dingemanse and colleagues argue 
that this reversal is now broad and stable enough to constitute a shift in what cognitive science 
is for. 

2.5. Related works 
Beyond the four theoretical resources above, the study sits within a recent literature on 

designers' AI use. Three concerns recur across this work and provide the empirical points of 
departure for the present study. 

The first is convergence pressure: the observation that generative AI tends to pull design 
outcomes toward statistically common forms, narrowing the space of possible solutions. This 
concern connects to a long-standing tradition in design methodology that distinguishes 
between divergent phases (the deliberate expansion of options) and convergent phases (the 
selection from among them), and that treats premature convergence — closing on a solution 
before sufficient divergent exploration has taken place — as a characteristic failure mode of 
design practice (Dorst, 2006). Wadinambiarachchi et al. (2024) provide experimental evidence 
that AI-supported ideation contributes to this failure mode, finding in a between-participants 
study (N=60) that AI-supported ideation produces fewer ideas, lower originality, and higher 
fixation on initial AI-generated examples than a baseline without AI. Their work establishes 
convergence as an empirical effect of AI use rather than a speculative concern. 

The second is skill atrophy: the concern that designers risk losing the capacity to do work 
they increasingly delegate to AI. Li et al. (2024) interviewed twenty UX professionals across 
companies ranging from startups to large enterprises and document a stratified picture: 
experienced designers describe AI as assistive and remain confident in their originality, 
creativity, and empathic skills, while concerns about skill degradation, job replacement, and 
creativity exhaustion concentrate around junior designers. The participants in their study 
consistently position themselves as humans as arbiters of AI output rather than as 
collaborators with it. 

The third is skill reproduction: the question of how the next generation of designers will 
develop the tacit expertise required to evaluate AI output if much of the practice through which 
that expertise was historically built becomes automated. Stige et al. (2024), in a systematic 
review of forty-six studies on AI in UX design, identify lost control, design misalignment, and 
skill displacement as the most recurring concerns in the field; they note that empirical work on 
how these concerns manifest in lived design practice remains underdeveloped, and call for 
further research on designer experience. 
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Two further works frame the relational dimension of the human–AI interaction. Park 
(2025) examines designer–AI collaboration in service design and concludes that AI lacks the 
contextual awareness, creativity, and ethical reasoning required for autonomous design 
decision-making, while remaining capable of augmenting human creativity; the role of 
designers, in this account, is to ensure user-centred innovation and refine AI-generated 
outputs. Pelikan et al. (2018), in a two-year ethnographic study of teleoperated surgical robots 
in operating rooms, show how the introduction of robotic technology reconfigures professional 
work along physical, cognitive, and affective dimensions, generating new forms of distance that 
practitioners compensate for through emerging practices. 

The present study takes these concerns as a starting point and asks how they appear in the 
lived experience of six practising interaction designers — how convergence, skill atrophy, skill 
reproduction, and the relational status of AI are articulated, modified, or refuted in their day-
to-day accounts. The discussion in chapter 5 returns to these works to examine where the 
findings of the present study confirm, complicate, or extend the existing picture. 

3. Method 
This chapter describes how the study was carried out: who participated, how data was 

collected, how it was analysed, and what ethical considerations shaped the work. The aim is to 
allow a reader to assess the study's claims by understanding the conditions under which they 
were produced. 

3.1. Interviews 
This study is a qualitative exploratory investigation employing semi-structured interviews 

with practising interaction designers. The choice of method follows from the research question. 
To understand how designers experience working with large language models; judgement, 
agency and identity required access to first-person accounts of practice, not aggregate 
behaviour. Surveys would have flattened the variation that turned out to be the central finding. 
Observation would have captured behaviour without access to the reflective interpretation 
participants give to that behaviour. Semi-structured interviews allowed participants to take the 
lead in framing what mattered in their own practice while keeping the conversation oriented 
around the research questions through a shared guide. 

The interviews were carried out during April and May 2026 and lasted approximately 60 
minutes each. All interviews were recorded with the participants' informed consent. Five 
interviews were conducted over Zoom1; one was recorded during a walk in nature, again with 
consent. The audio files were transcribed locally using OpenAI’s WhisperKit2 Large v3 turbo 
model and stored on the author’s local device, as part of the data handling described in the 
ethical considerations sub-section below. 

3.2. Participants and recruitment 
Six participants were recruited through the author's professional network using a 

combination of purposive and convenience sampling (Patton, 2010; Robinson, 2014). The 
recruitment call described the study aim and stated the need to speak with practising designers 
for a 60-minute conversation. Convenience reflects the practical reality of a single-author 
bachelor thesis project; purposive applies to the deliberate effort to seek heterogeneity in years 
of experience, seniority, role type and organisational context, so that the resulting sample 
would represent a spread rather than a single point in the design field. 

The choice of six participants follows the information power principle articulated by 
Malterud, Siersma and Guassora (2016) rather than the older notion of saturation. 
Information power assesses whether a sample is large enough to address its research question 
given the specificity of the aim, the relevance of the sampled cases, the quality of the dialogue, 

 
1 https://zoom.us 
2 https://github.com/openai/whisper 
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and the analytical strategy. A narrow research aim addressed through dense individual cases 
with experienced informants requires fewer participants than a broad aim addressed through 
thin cases. The six participants in this study are senior or mid-career practitioners with 
substantial reflective access to their own work; the dialogue was extended (around 60 minutes 
per interview); and the analytical strategy is interpretive rather than statistical. Within these 
conditions, six was judged sufficient to identify patterns of variation in the phenomena under 
study, while remaining within the practical scope of the project. 
 
Fig. 3.1: Table showing participant information 

 
Identifier Role Years of 

experience 
AA Fractional product leadership consultant (formerly UX) 15+ 
BB Design lead, design system owner 20+ 
CC Senior product designer 15+ 
DD Product design lead 2.5 
EE Product manager (formerly UX designer) 15 
FF Interaction designer / studio partner 15+ 

 
The sample spans years of experience from approximately 2.5 to 21 years, includes both 

operational and strategic roles, and covers organisational contexts from small studios to 
enterprise consultancies. The participants include both Swedish and international 
practitioners. This heterogeneity is intended to make the spread of experiences visible rather 
than to claim statistical representativeness; the study is exploratory, not generalising in the 
statistical sense. 

3.3. Data collection 
Six semi-structured interviews of approximately 60 minutes each were carried out to 

provide the data for this study. The interview guide is included as Appendix B and was used as 
a reference rather than a fixed script. The guide focused on the participant's background as a 
designer, their design process when working with AI services, judgement and tacit knowledge, 
distributed cognition, agency and control, and designer identity. These thematic areas 
correspond to the theoretical framing developed in the theory chapter and to the research 
questions. 

In practice, each interview proceeded from the guide but allowed the conversation to follow 
the participant's own thread when productive. Follow-up questions were asked when the 
participant raised something unexpected or made a claim that warranted unpacking. The 
tempo of the conversation was set by the interviewee. In some interviews the full guide was 
covered; in others the conversation went deep into a few areas and did not exhaust the guide. 
This is consistent with the semi-structured approach: depth in what the participant brings to 
the conversation is preferred over coverage of all planned topics. 

Quotations from participants appear in this thesis in the language they were originally 
spoken. Quotations originally in Swedish are reproduced verbatim, followed by an English 
translation produced by the author. Minor corrections for transcription accuracy appear in 
square brackets within the original quotation. The quotations are intended to illustrate the 
analytical interpretations and to allow a reader to assess those interpretations against the 
underlying material. 

The participants describe their working practices in language drawn from the contemporary 
design and AI tool ecosystem. Technical concepts and tools referenced by the participants, 
including specific software, AI services, and working terminology, are listed with brief working 
definitions in Appendix A. 
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3.4. Interview questions 
The interview guide was developed iteratively. An initial version was drafted based on the 

research questions and the theoretical framing, see chapter 2. The guide was reviewed in 
conversation with the supervisor and informally tested in the early interviews; minor 
refinements followed where questions consistently produced thin answers or where 
unexpected themes recurred and warranted dedicated questions. By the third interview the 
guide had stabilised in the form used for the remaining interviews. 

The decision to use interviews rather than a survey or observational method follows from 
the research question. Surveys produce response distributions but do not give access to the 
reflective interpretation a designer gives to their own practice. Observational methods would 
access behaviour but would not provide the same access to the participant's framing of what 
they are doing and why. Interview research, particularly the semi-structured variant, is the 
conventional method for accessing experience as it is lived and interpreted from the inside 
(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2018). Given the research aim is to understand how designers experience 
working with AI; a phenomenological question, the choice of method supports the research 
aim. 

3.5. Analysis 
After reviewing the available options for thematic analysis (TA), this study employed 

codebook thematic analysis as articulated by Braun and Clarke (2021) in their typology of TA 
traditions. Codebook TA is one of three TA approaches Braun and Clarke distinguish (alongside 
coding reliability TA and reflexive TA) and is characterised by an iteratively developed 
codebook used by the researcher to guide coding while remaining open to revision as the 
analysis proceeds. 

The codebook approach suited the project for two reasons. First, the work was carried out 
by a single researcher under significant time constraints; codebook TA accommodates these 
conditions better than reflexive TA, which requires extended organic development. Second, the 
transparency of the codebook, the fact that codes are explicitly named, defined and anchored 
in examples, supports a reader's ability to assess the analytical work. The author acknowledges 
that codebook TA sits on a methodological continuum between the more positivist coding 
reliability tradition and the more interpretivist reflexive TA, and that this choice involves trade-
offs (Brooks et al., 2015). 

The analytic process proceeded in four phases following the codebook tradition. First, 
during familiarisation, the author read each transcript three or more times, first focused on 
overall impression, then on noting candidate codes and emergent themes. Second, initial 
coding produced a draft set of approximately twenty-four codes from the first three transcripts, 
combining semantic codes (what the participant explicitly said) and latent codes (interpretive 
claims about what the participant's account implied). Third, codebook iteration refined the set 
as coding proceeded across the remaining transcripts: some codes were merged when they 
tracked the same phenomenon under different names, some were split when an initial code 
covered two distinct phenomena, and new codes were added as new participants raised themes 
the earlier transcripts had not. The final codebook contains approximately forty-five codes. 
Fourth, theme generation clustered codes into sub-themes and then into the three themes 
presented in chapter 4. The full codebook, with code definitions and anchoring examples, is 
available from the author on request. 

3.6. Positionality and subjectivity 
The author is a practising designer in the same field as the participants. This position is both 

a methodological resource and a potential source of bias. As a resource, it provides immediate 
access to the vocabulary, working practices and concerns of the participants without the need 
for extensive introduction. The author could pursue follow-up questions that required 
familiarity with the domain (specific tooling, working terminology, professional norms) that 
an outsider would not be in a position to ask. As a source of bias, the author's own attitudes 
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toward AI work, his own experience of the changes being studied, and his own positioning 
within the design field all shape what he hears in the data and what he attends to in the analysis. 
This is the reflexive condition Braun and Clarke (2022) describe as constitutive rather than 
corrigible: the analysis is necessarily situated, and the task is to make that situation visible 
rather than to pretend to a view from nowhere. 

A further dimension of positionality concerns gender. All six participants identify as men, 
despite the recruitment call welcoming designers of any background. The author is also a man. 
This convergence shapes the sample in two ways: it limits the range of perspectives the analysis 
can speak from, and it raises the possibility that experiences specific to women or non-binary 
designers, including dynamics of recognition, authority and credit that may interact with AI 
use in distinctive ways, are not represented in the data. The professional context of interaction 
design remains, by most accounts, male-dominated at senior levels, which partly explains the 
convergence but does not eliminate the limitation. The author's own gender may also have 
shaped which experiences were articulated and which were left implicit in the interviews. This 
limitation is acknowledged and revisited in the discussion of limitations. 

3.7. Ethical considerations 
The study involved adult professional participants discussing their own work. The ethical 

risk profile is therefore low, but several considerations were addressed. 

3.7.1. Informed consent 
All participants gave informed consent before the interview began, including consent to 

recording and to the use of their words in the resulting thesis. The recruitment call described 
the study aim, the topic areas, the approximate duration, and the intended use of the material. 
Participants were free to decline to answer any question and to withdraw their participation at 
any point during or after the interview. 

3.7.2. Anonymity and pseudonymisation 
Participants’ names and identifiable data has been stripped from the transcripts, and the 

names replaced by pseudonyms in the form of alphanumeric codes. 

3.7.3. Data handling 
Audio files were transcribed locally using WhisperKit Large v3 turbo and stored in local 

storage. Cloud services were not used for the audio data at any point. Transcripts are held in a 
private folder structure on the author's working computer and are not shared beyond the 
supervisor and examiner. Recordings will be deleted after the thesis has been graded. 

3.7.4. Reflexivity about the AI-related topic 
Asking designers about their AI use carries a small risk of socially desirable response. 

Participants may emphasise positive or negative views of AI depending on what they perceive 
as the expected stance. This was partly mitigated by the interview guide's structure, which 
approached the topic through specific work practices rather than through general attitudinal 
questions, and by follow-up probes when responses sounded rehearsed. The risk is 
acknowledged as a limitation of self-report data on a politically charged topic. 

4. Results 
In this chapter, three main themes that emerged from the interviews are presented. Each 

theme is introduced with a summary of the finding and supported by quotes that illustrate the 
dimensions identified. 

The three themes are; judgement and tacit knowledge; agency and control; and artefacts, 
documentation and identity. These themes correspond to the research sub-questions: Theme 
1 (judgement and tacit knowledge) addresses SQ1; Theme 2 (agency and control) addresses 
SQ2; Theme 3 (artefacts, documentation and role identity) addresses SQ3. Quotes from 
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participants are indicated by “Q-X-1”, where Q means quote, X is the participant label and 1 is 
the numbering of the quote in the coding phase. Shorter quotes are placed in the text while 
longer quotes are presented separately. Minimal corrections for spelling accuracy occur and 
are shown within square brackets [ ]. The quotes are intended to illustrate interpretation. 
Quotes in Swedish are straight from the transcribed material and are presented with the 
author’s manual translation below, followed by its analysis. 

4.1.1. Theme 1: Judgement and tacit knowledge 
The expertise of the designer is materialised as a critical filter against AI output that is 

unreliable, sycophantic and/or lacking in nuance. Tacit knowledge, intuition and taste; that 
which cannot be explicitly codified, is what separates designer from AI and allows the critical 
eye towards AI output. 

4.1.1.1. Subtheme 1.1: Sycophantic AI 
AI delivers output that is enthusiastic, sycophantic, convincing and/or missing subtle 

signals. These are inherently structural properties as a result of how large language models and 
AI services are intentionally created and refined. 

Quote Q-AA-01: "AI is a sycophant, right? The way that these models are designed are to be 
sycophantic, to make you feel good about things." 

AA ascribes intention and agency to the model (to make the user feel good). 

Quote Q-BB-03: "Det låter ju oftast väldigt bra. De är väldigt övertygande hur de skriver. 
Det är väl faran." 

Translated: “They often sound very good. They are very convincing in how they write. That 
is the potential risk.” 

BB observes it from the perspective of the text rather than the model. Convincing AI output 
creates a false sense of security/trust in the user. The danger isn’t the AI promoting something 
that is incorrect, the issue is that the output is equally as convincing as when it is correct. These 
are two compounding factors that together cause problems and require the user to be ever 
vigilant and expend energy towards assessing and questioning every output. 

Quote Q-CC-10: ”…ett exempel som var i början när vi skulle kategorisera saker som bra 
eller dåligt och vissa svar var det var bättre förr, men A[In] läste bara bättre.” 

Translated: “…an example from the beginning, when we were categorising things as better 
or worse and some responses were that it was better before, but the AI only picked up 
better.” 

In this quote, CC describes how the AI processed the text but doesn’t pick up the intention 
and nuance of a statement, yet will be as convincing as ever. 

Most AI services are convincing on the surface but not consistently correct. 

Quote Q-BB-02: "Det är ungefär som, jag brukar se det som ett skissmaterial man får." 

Translated: "It's a bit like – I usually see it as a kind of sketch material you get." 

BB offers a different framing of the same default condition. Rather than emphasising what AI 
gets wrong, BB names what AI produces: skissmaterial – sketch material. The framing 
positions AI output not as a finished product to be evaluated for correctness but as raw input 
the designer is expected to work with, rework and finish. This framing recurs in the discussion 
(chapter 5) as the empirical entry point for reading AI as a working medium. 



10  
 

4.1.1.2. Subtheme 1.2: The designer as critical filter 
 

Across the six interviews, designers describe their work with AI output as requiring a 
sustained critical filter. AI does not deliver finished work, it delivers material the designer is 
responsible for reading, judging and reworking. This filter function takes three forms across 
the data: a personal capacity (AA, EE), a relational practice (CC), and a normative stance (FF). 
The quotes below illustrate each. 

Quote Q-AA-03: "you have to be the lens, you have to be the filter of it, right?" 

AA formulates the principle most directly. The designer's role in relation to AI is positional, 
not to receive output, but to mediate it. The choice of word matters: a filter is selective; it 
removes as much as it lets through. 

Quote Q-EE-21: "Det viktigaste, och det har inte förändrats de senaste 30-60 år, är 
källkritik. [...] det jag ser är att många bara tar någonting som sanning och köper det." 

Translated: "The most important thing, and it hasn't changed over the past 30-60 years, is 
critical evaluation of sources. [...] what I see is that many people just take something as fact 
and trust it." 

EE frames the filter function as continuous with an older tradition. The capacity to question 
sources is not a new demand created by AI but an existing professional habit that AI makes 
more urgent. The risk EE identifies is not that AI deceives, but that users stop questioning what 
they would otherwise have questioned. 

Quote Q-CC-14: "jag reality checkar AI medan AI reality checkar mig så att man inte bara 
litar blint på det" 

Translated: "I reality-check AI while AI reality-checks me, so that one doesn't just trust it 
blindly." 

CC describes the filter as bidirectional. The relationship is not the designer auditing a 
passive system, but a mutual interrogation in which both parties query each other. This 
formulation aligns with a frame in which AI is treated as a junior collaborator (developed 
further in subtheme 3.3) rather than a tool whose output is verified after the fact. 

Quote Q-FF-18: "...bollplank kanske. Men inte så att det ersätter en människa. Eller att det 
är koagens eller nånting sånt där. [...] upphovsmannaskapet ligger helt på mig, tycker jag. 
För att jag har valt att det ska vara så." 

Translated: "A sounding-board for support, perhaps. But not in a way that replaces a 
human. Or that it is co-agency or something like that. [...] authorship rests entirely with me, 
I think. Because I have made that decision." 

FF adds a normative dimension that goes beyond the descriptive accounts above. The filter 
function is not just a professional habit but a moral position; authorship is not lost to AI but is 
held by the designer through deliberate choice. FF contrasts this with designers who, in his 
characterisation, "experience themselves as slaves to the data". The implication is that a loss of 
judgement to AI is a failure of professional integrity, not an unavoidable consequence of the 
technology. 

AA and CC also describe a procedural form of filtering: using one AI service to check 
another. AA explains: "I'll just take the output of the research and drop it into Gemini and be 
like, can you just check this is sound." (Q-AA-04) The filter is here mechanised, but the 
principle remains the same; the designer constructs a redundancy mechanism rather than 
trusting any single output. 
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Across these accounts, the filter function appears in three forms: as a personal capacity (AA, 
EE), as a relational practice (CC), and as a normative stance (FF). The variation is consistent 
with the broader pattern of this study; designers do not converge on a single response to AI, 
even within a shared analytical theme. 

4.1.1.3. Subtheme 1.3: Intuition, taste and the expert eye 
 

If the filter function describes what designers do with AI output, this subtheme describes 
what enables them to do it. The respondents consistently locate this enabling capacity in 
something that cannot be made explicit: intuition, taste, the expert eye, embodied knowledge. 

Quote Q-AA-21: "AI won't have taste... I think intuition is probably the thing that AI won't 
have." 

AA identifies the limit positively: not a temporary deficiency of current models but an 
inherent boundary. Taste, in his formulation, is what models will not acquire. 

Quote Q-AA-06: "a website that looks fine to an untrained person can look like absolute 
crap to someone who understands grid systems and typographic harmony and colour 
theory..." 

AA gives the capacity a more specific content. The expert eye does not merely react 
aesthetically – it sees structural properties (grids, typographic systems, colour relationships) 
that the layperson does not. This is the operational form of taste of this participant. 

Quote Q-FF-13: "Det gör jag ju rent intuitivt. Jag behöver inte ens... Är den här dörren en 
offentlig? Det behöver jag inte ens fråga mig. Det är ju en magkänsla. Eller vad ska man 
kalla det? Tacit knowledge. [...] Att brandmän kan känna sig till en explosiv brand genom 
trefotrök. [...] Blink, precis. Så det är ju erfarenhetsbaserad implicit kunskap heter det så." 

Translated: "I do this purely intuitively. I don't even need to... Is this a public door? I don't 
even have to ask myself. It's a gut feeling. Or what's it called? Tacit knowledge. [...] 
Firefighters can sense an explosive fire from the smoke pattern [Sw: trefotrök]. [...] Blink, 
exactly. So it's experience-based implicit knowledge – that's the term." 

FF reaches for the same vocabulary as AA, but explicitly names the theoretical frame – 
Polanyi's tacit knowledge – and the popular reference; Gladwell's Blink, a book that draws on 
tacit knowledge research in describing rapid expert judgement. Two respondents (AA and FF) 
independently anchor the same observation in the same popular source, indicating that the 
language of tacit knowledge circulates in designers' own self-understanding and is not imposed 
by the analytical framework. 

Quote Q-FF-08: "Början på projekt är i princip identiska. Alltså man måste träffa 
människor. Man måste fördjupa sig i information. Man måste förstå platser och situationer 
på platser. Det är väldigt svårersatt tror jag. [...] det är en förkroppsligad upplevelse att 
skapa en förkroppsligad upplevelse." 

Translated: "The beginning of projects is essentially identical. You have to meet people. You 
have to immerse yourself in information. You have to understand places and situations at 
those places. It is very hard to replace, I think. [...] it is an embodied experience to create 
an embodied experience." 

FF extends the capacity beyond perception into practice. Tacit knowledge is not only a 
faculty for recognising quality – it is a way of working that requires bodily presence, immersion, 
site visits. AI cannot occupy the position from which design begins. 

Quote Q-EE-08: "Du visar mig en view för en app. En statisk view går inte att bedöma – är 
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det här användbart? Funkar det?" 

Translated: "You show me a view of an app. A static view cannot be judged – is this usable? 
Does it work?" 

EE narrows the same observation to interaction design specifically. AI evaluates surfaces, 
not flows; static images, not temporal experiences. The expert eye in this domain is bound up 
with the capacity to imagine use over time, which AI does not have access to. 

Quote Q-DD-18: "it still takes product thinking and a taste to create something that is usable 
and great." 

DD, working from a more execution-oriented perspective, repeats the same point. Even 
when AI can generate functional output, the assessment of whether that output is good 
requires a faculty he locates outside the model. 

Across the six interviews, the capacity AI lacks is described under several names – intuition 
(AA, CC), taste (AA, DD), tacit knowledge (FF), the expert eye (AA, EE), embodied practice 
(FF). The variation in naming should not obscure the agreement on substance: there is 
something the designer brings to AI work that the AI itself cannot supply, and which the 
designer's filter function (subtheme 1.2) depends on. 

4.1.1.4. Subtheme 1.4: Skill atrophy and the reproduction of tacit 
knowledge 

A subset of the respondents (EE, CC, FF) raises a concern that runs through judgement and 
tacit knowledge but is distinct enough to warrant separate treatment: that the practices 
through which tacit knowledge is normally accumulated risk being cut off when AI takes over 
the work. The concern takes four forms across the data: individual skill atrophy (EE), 
organisational competence (CC), generational transmission (FF-15), and institutional 
reproduction (FF-24). The quotes below illustrate each. 

Quote Q-EE-18: "Men jag har inte gjort de här 15 iterationer... alldeles inlärningseffekter 
har jag självklart inte när jag inte gör det själv." 

Translated: "But I haven't done these 15 iterations myself... so naturally I don't get the 
learning effects I would have got from doing them." 

EE names the mechanism directly. Iteration is not only a way to arrive at a result; it is also 
the means by which the designer accumulates the experience that constitutes future expertise. 
In Polanyi's terms, delegating iteration to AI delivers the explicit product of the work but cuts 
the tacit accumulation that the work would otherwise have produced. 

Quote Q-EE-23: "piloter egentligen inte behövs längre... enda anledning för att piloter 
fortsätter göra start och landning är att de inte ska bli ringrostiga... det är en parallell som 
jag tycker är superintressant när vi pratar om AI som tar över." 

Translated: "pilots aren't really needed anymore... the only reason pilots continue to 
perform take-off and landing is so they don't get rusty... it's a parallel I find really 
compelling when we talk about AI taking over." 

EE extends the observation through an analogy. The pilots' continued performance of 
routine tasks is not a productivity choice but a competence-maintenance choice. The parallel 
he suggests is that designers' continued performance of tasks AI could automate may rest on 
the same justification – preserving the embodied competence that the practice produces. 

Quote Q-EE-24: "vi kan göra mycket fler saker men vi vet mycket mindre. Kanske så att vi 
blir mycket bredare i våra profiler. Men vi är inte lika djupa längre." 
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Translated: "we can do many more things but we know much less. Perhaps we become 
much broader in our profiles. But we're no longer as deep." 

EE draws the consequence at the level of professional profile. AI enables breadth at the cost 
of depth – a trade-off the designer may not register at the moment of delegation but which 
accumulates over a career. 

Quote Q-CC-19: "om nu det skulle vara så här AI-bubblan spricker men det finns ingen AI. 
Kan folk göra sitt jobb fortfarande? [...] vad händer om man plockar bort AI och en person 
inte kan de fundamentala kunskaperna i arbetet de utför?" 

Translated: "if the AI bubble were to burst and there were no AI – can people still do their 
work? [...] what happens if you remove AI and a person doesn't know the fundamental skills 
of the work they are performing?" 

CC reformulates the same concern as an infrastructure risk. The depth EE describes losing 
individually, CC describes losing organisationally; a workforce that depends on AI for 
foundational tasks may not be able to function without it. In Hutchins's framework, the 
distributed cognitive system loses a node; the question CC raises is whether the system 
continues to function once that node is gone. 

Quote Q-FF-15: "Skulle du kunna beskriva den här interesse-processen för en 
juniordesignare? Nej. [...] Därför att det är 17 års erfarenhet. Och implicit kunskap. Och den 
implicita kunskapen och 17-åriga erfarenheter har inte en mer juniordesignare tyvärr." 

Translated: "Could you describe this design process to a junior designer? No. [...] Because 
it's 17 years of experience. And implicit knowledge. And a more junior designer doesn't have 
that implicit knowledge or those 17 years, unfortunately." 

FF adds the generational dimension. The implicit knowledge EE worries about losing 
individually and CC worries about losing organisationally is also at risk of not being 
transmitted. FF's point is Polanyi's: explicit instruction cannot convey what tacit accumulation 
through practice has produced. 

Quote Q-FF-24: "Om man designar utbildningar för formgivare som inte kommer att ha 
jobb, då begår man tjänstefel." 

Translated: "If you design educational programmes for designers who won't have jobs, you 
commit professional misconduct." 

FF extrapolates to the institutional level; an indictment that goes beyond the scope of this 
study but indicates that the concern about skill reproduction is, for at least one respondent, 
urgent enough to raise as a normative claim about education itself. The other side of the coin 
being that no designers with a deep foundation in the craft without AI will be trained if actors 
in the market will not hire them. 

These four accounts (EE, CC, FF twice) do not form a unified position but rather a cluster 
of related anxieties: about individual skill atrophy (EE), about organisational competence (CC), 
about generational transmission (FF-15), and about institutional reproduction (FF-24). 
Together they constitute a tension that the analytical theme of tacit knowledge in this study 
cannot leave unexamined: if expertise is built through doing, then automating the doing has 
consequences for the future supply of expertise. 

The remaining respondents (AA, BB, DD) do not articulate this concern directly. Whether 
this absence reflects a difference in role (more operational), in career stage, or simply in 
interview emphasis is not determinable from the data. The pattern is therefore presented as a 
partial finding – present in three of six interviews but not contradicted by the other three. 
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4.1.1.5. Summary of Theme 1 
The expertise of the designer in AI-mediated work appears in the data as a critical filter 

function (subtheme 1.2) grounded in tacit, embodied and experiential capacities (subtheme 
1.3), exercised against AI output that is structurally unreliable in its default form (subtheme 
1.1). A fourth pattern (subtheme 1.4) raises the question of whether and how this expertise is 
reproduced when AI takes over the work through which expertise is normally built. 

The variation across respondents is itself part of the finding. The filter function is described 
as personal habit, relational practice, and normative stance. The tacit capacity is named as 
intuition, taste, the expert eye and embodied practice. The skill-reproduction concern is voiced 
by some and not others. Across this variation the underlying claim is consistent: there is 
something the designer brings to AI work that cannot be specified explicitly, that AI cannot 
replicate, and that the entire enterprise of working productively with AI depends on. 

4.1.2. Theme 2: Agency and control 
AI use does not move the designer's sense of control uniformly in one direction. Across the 

six interviews, the response to the question of whether AI has increased or decreased the 
designer's control varies. The variation is itself the finding: control is not a monotone function 
of AI use but is mediated by experience, role, and the self-regulating workflows the designer 
constructs. 

This theme is presented in three subthemes. Subtheme 2.1 documents the six positions on 
control that emerge across the interviews. Subtheme 2.2 describes the self-regulation practices 
respondents use to recover when AI output fails. Subtheme 2.3 examines a related but distinct 
question: whether AI pushes the designer's work toward convergent or divergent outcomes, 
and what the designer does about it. 

4.1.2.1. Subtheme 2.1: Six positions on the control paradox 
The six respondents articulate six distinct positions on whether AI use has increased or 

decreased their sense of control. The variation is not noise but the central finding: under the 
same technological pressure, six experienced designers report systematically different 
configurations of working practice and control allocation. The six positions below illustrate 
how widely the responses spread. 

Quote Q-AA-14: "I feel like I have less control over what the AI is doing now than I did a 
year ago. Because I'm doing more with it. So I have higher levels of trust in it. But I have 
less feeling of control." 

AA articulates a trade-off rather than a simple loss. Control has decreased, but in exchange 
for capacity. The decrease is not unwilling; it is the cost of an expansion in what he can do. AA 
frames this as the development of trust, but the structure of the statement is that less feeling 
of control accompanies more output, not that trust replaces control. 

Quote Q-CC-20: "för min del så känner jag att jag absolut fortfarande har kontroll över 
designprocessen [...] för mig så vet jag fortfarande vad jag gör. Så jag har koll på stegen och 
vart jag vill komma någonstans. Så jag känner att jag har absolut av kontroll." 

Translated: "for my part I feel that I absolutely still have control over the design process [...] 
for me I still know what I'm doing. I have a grip on the steps and where I want to end up. 
So I feel that I have absolute control." 

CC’s position stands in direct contrast to that of AA. Control is unchanged. The key to this 
position is visible in his account of identity (subtheme 3.2): CC defines his role in terms of 
problem-solving rather than artefact production. Control over the design process means 
control over what is being designed and why; and this remains with him regardless of how the 
artefacts are produced. 

Quote Q-DD-13: "I think more in control because I can evaluate more information in my 
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designs and be more sure about the things I design." 

DD takes a third position. Control has increased, but the mechanism is informational. AI 
allows him to evaluate more inputs, consider more alternatives, and reach decisions with 
greater confidence. The control he describes is not control over execution but control over the 
design choices that frame execution. 

Quote Q-EE-14: "Jag har inte mindre kontroll. Men det kan också beror på hur mycket jag 
lägger över på maskinen... Jag agerar fortfarande mycket human in the loop." 

Translated: "I don't have less control. But that may also depend on how much I delegate to 
the machine... I still act very much as a human in the loop." 

EE occupies a fourth position. Control is unchanged, but it is maintained through an 
ongoing workflow choice to remain in the loop. He does not deny that control could be reduced; 
he describes a configuration in which it has not been. 

Quote Q-BB-08: "Om jag leker utvecklare, det kan man göra med alla agenter. [...] Eftersom 
inte jag är utvecklare så kan inte jag bedöma kvaliteten av koden. [...] Men jag kan 
fortfarande inte säga, om jag tittar på koden så kan inte jag se att det där, är det där good 
enough eller har jag helt tänkt fel? Utan då får jag förlita mig på den här agenten." 

Translated: "If I play at being a developer, you can do that with any agent. [...] Since I'm not 
a developer I can't judge the quality of the code. [...] Even if I look at the code, I can't tell 
whether it's good enough or whether I've got it completely wrong. I have to rely on the 
agent." 

BB describes a fifth, more conditional position. In domains where he holds expertise, he 
retains the capacity to judge AI output. In domains where he does not, here, software 
development, he loses that capacity and must trust the agent. Control is not uniformly held or 
lost; in Polanyi's terms, it is bounded by the tacit competence the designer has built in a given 
domain. 

Quote Q-FF-19: "Mer. Just på grund av att man kan ta flera iterationer. Och då styra sin 
slutprodukt lite lite mer dit man ville baxa den. Ibland har man inte tid med människor för 
att de levererar och budgeten är över [...] Och med AI:n så får man ju svar direkt. [...] Jag 
skulle inte säga att jag någonsin har känt mindre kontroll." 

Translated: "More. Just because you can take more iterations. And steer the end product a 
little, a little more toward where you wanted to bring it. Sometimes you don't have time for 
people – they deliver and the budget is spent [...] With the AI you get an answer 
immediately. [...] I wouldn't say I've ever felt a decline in control." 

FF occupies a sixth position. Like DD, he describes increased control, but the mechanism is 
different. AI enables more iteration cycles within a fixed timeframe; what previously required 
scheduling a human collaborator can now be done on demand. The control he reports is not 
informational (as for DD) but procedural: more chances to adjust the result through Schön's 
reflection-in-action loop. 

These six positions do not arrange themselves on a single axis. AA and BB describe forms of 
reduced control; CC and EE describe unchanged control; DD and FF describe increased control 
– but the "increases" have different mechanisms and the "decreases" are differently framed. 
The finding is the spread itself: under the same technological pressure, six experienced 
designers report six different relationships to control. 

A normative current runs through several of the accounts. FF makes it explicit elsewhere in 
his interview; 

(Q-FF-03): "Jag har strategiskt redan från början tänkt att låt AI göra det som är tråkigt så 
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kan jag göra det som är kul. [...] Vrid på den ekvationen och låt AI göra Excel. Så får du rita 
bilder med papper och penna." – "From the start I've thought strategically: let AI do the 
boring parts so I can do the fun ones. [...] Flip the equation – let AI do Excel, and you get to 
draw with pen and paper." 

For FF, loss of control to AI is a choice, not a fate. Designers who experience reduced control 
over what they care about have, in his account, made the wrong allocation. This normative 
framing extends AA's trade-off observation into a position about what the trade-off ought to 
be. 

4.1.2.2. Subtheme 2.2: Recovery and self-regulation 
When AI output is wrong or unsatisfactory, the respondents describe several distinct 
strategies for recovery. The strategies are not mutually exclusive, most respondents use 
several, but they group into recognisable patterns. 

Quote Q-AA-15: "my workflows now have at the end of each step, you have like a verify step. 
So then an agent comes, like a Sonnet agent gets deployed, that then looks at the workflow 
document and then looks at the output." 

AA describes recovery as a structural feature of the workflow rather than a response to 
failure. A verify-step is inserted after each productive step, and the verification is itself 
performed by an AI agent. Recovery is automated into the design of the work. 

Quote Q-DD-12: "a great practice is to create an AI sandbox file. So it could use a file where 
it can mess everything up, but it will be no problem at all." 

DD describes a related strategy at the file level. The recovery is preventive rather than 
corrective: AI is given a bounded space in which errors cannot propagate to other artefacts. 

Quote Q-CC-01: "Jag brukar alltid sätta upp en separat projektledare för de projekten jag 
är involverad i som bara trackar allting som vi jobbar med. För att vara en extra person i 
projektet som får koll på saker och ting." 

Translated: "I always set up a separate project manager for the projects I'm involved in – 
one that just tracks everything we work on. As an extra person on the project who keeps an 
eye on things." 

CC extends DD's pattern by adding an explicit oversight agent. The recovery infrastructure is 
layered; productive agents do the work, supervisory agents track it. 

Quote Q-EE-15: "Jag kanske använder lite mer som en junior kollega. Det jag inte säger typ, 
bygg det här för mig. Det här vårt problem är att försöka lösa. Gör det." 

Translated: "I use it more like a junior colleague. I don't say 'build this for me'. I say 'this is 
our problem to solve – go'." 

EE describes a different recovery strategy. Rather than verifying output after it is produced, 
EE attempts to prevent errors by framing the task in a way that gives AI the broader problem 
to work on. Recovery is moved upstream into prompt design. 

Quote Q-FF-11: "intraprojekt-kvaliteten har ökat skulle jag säga. Man har tid att ta flera 
runder än man har med en människa [...] istället för att sätta igång den gubben på fredagen 
och det ska vara klart på måndag så sätter man på fredag lunch igång en artificiell agent. 
Då kan man köra några fler iterationer på vad man vill ha." 

Translated: "Intra-project quality has gone up, I'd say. You have time for more rounds than 
you do with a person [...] instead of getting someone started on a Friday with the result due 
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Monday, you start an artificial agent at Friday lunchtime. Then you can run a few more 
iterations on what you want." 

FF connects recovery to the iteration loop. The AI's availability makes additional rounds of 
recovery affordable in a way they were not when each round required scheduling a human 
collaborator. Recovery becomes a normal feature of work rather than a corrective action 
triggered by failure. 

The common structure across these accounts is that recovery is increasingly designed into 
the workflow rather than left to ad hoc response. AA's verify-step, DD's sandbox, CC's tracking 
agent, EE's prompt framing and FF's iteration affordance are all ways of structuring the work 
so that failure is either prevented or detected as part of the normal flow. This pattern is what 
reflection-in-action looks like when the medium being worked with is AI: the designer's 
reflective attention is externalised into procedures that handle the moments of correction that 
the designer would otherwise have to perform individually. 

4.1.2.3. Subtheme 2.3: Convergence, divergence, and the steering 
of the medium 

A distinct pattern emerges around the question of whether AI use pushes the designer's 
work toward similar-looking outcomes. The respondents are split, and the disagreement is 
analytically useful. 

Quote Q-AA-16: "you can almost always tell when someone has just used a basic prompted 
website... it's usually blue or purple and there's like gradients because that's what it feels 
like. That's what it's trained on." 

AA describes a default convergence in AI-generated output. The same training data 
produces the same aesthetic tendencies across different users. The result is recognisable – D 
can identify AI-generated websites at a glance. 

Quote Q-AA-17: "in the UK parliament there's been a huge increase the number of people 
saying 'as I rise to speak'... because they're generating their speeches with ChatGPT." 

AA extends the observation beyond design to text. The same convergence is visible in 
parliamentary speech once AI generation is used. The point is not that AI imposes a particular 
style but that absent active counter-steering, AI defaults pull users toward statistically common 
formulations. 

Quote Q-BB-22: "nu kan [...] de här agenterna bygga prototyper från design. Och när man 
tittar på de massor med människor som testar det här och lägger ut resultaten så ser ju vissa 
av de här [...] sakerna lite likadan ut. Och det är ju till viss del att [...] de modellerna utgår 
utifrån samma grund och då blir det samma resultat." 

Translated: "now [...] these agents can build prototypes from designs. And when you look 
at all the people testing this and posting the results, some of them look quite similar. That's 
partly because [...] the models start from the same foundation, so the result ends up the 
same." 

BB observes the same phenomenon in design prototyping. He attributes it to the common 
foundation in the models themselves. Different designers using the same model converge on 
similar outputs. 

Two respondents push back against this characterisation. EE (Q-EE-16) describes AI as 
influential but not coercive: "Den påverkar ju definitivt... men jag känner ingen tvång från AI 
så." – "It definitely influences... but I don't feel any compulsion from the AI." DD (Q-DD-16) 
reframes the same pattern as expansive rather than constraining: "it's giving you a bunch of 
different options and then you can choose from them so I can't say that it can be described as 
pushing." 
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These contrasts are not contradictions in the data. They reflect a difference in how the 
respondents are using AI. AA and BB describe what AI does in default use; EE and DD describe 
what AI does when used with active management. The convergence is a property of the 
unsteered output, not of the technology in itself. 

 
The respondents who acknowledge the convergence pressure also describe practices for 

counter-steering it; 

Quote Q-BB-16: "när jag tar fram designförslag i Figma. Då ber jag [den] som [att] jag tar 
fram fem olika lösningar. Istället för att jag bara tar fram en lösning. Det är ett sätt som 
man kan jobba med det där. För att det inte blir så [att det bara blir] en lösning och den är 
den som är bra." 

Translated: "when I produce design proposals in Figma, I ask it to give me five different 
solutions instead of just one. That's one way to work with this – so that you don't end up 
with only one solution that becomes the one that's good." 

BB describes the simplest counter-measure: instructing AI to produce multiple alternatives. 
Convergence is interrupted at the request level. 

Quote Q-EE-03: "Det tycker jag hjälper mycket att slänga in en fråga och få ett störts förslag 
från modellen... Så det hjälper att öppna upp och bredda lite hur initiala researchen kan se 
ut." 

Translated: "I find it really helpful to throw in a question and get a quick suggestion from 
the model... It opens things up and broadens what the initial research can look like." 

EE describes the inverse pattern. Used in the initial exploratory phase rather than the 
convergent specification phase, AI functions as a divergence resource, broadening the space 
of options the designer considers. 

Quote Q-FF-12: "Vi gör inte de här det finns mycket inom arkitektur nu som jobbar med 
visualiseringar som ser väldigt [AI ut] Allt vi kan och även de vi samarbetar med säger vi åt 
att de inte ska göra så att det ser ut så. Vi vill inte att vår produkt ska vara AI-mässig." 

Translated: "We don't do this – there's a lot of work in architecture now using visualisations 
that look very [AI-like]. We do everything we can, and we tell our collaborators the same: 
don't make it look that way. We don't want our product to look AI-ish." 

FF describes counter-steering at the level of production direction. The convergence pressure 
AA and BB observe in default AI output is, in FF's firm, an explicit thing to be avoided. The 
instruction is given to collaborators and to AI alike. 

Quote Q-FF-20: "I min dialog med den här artificiella agenten så är jag väldigt tydlig. Nej 
jag vill inte ha in det här tankegodset. Jag vill ha in det här tankegodset. Ska du komma 
släpandes med sociologi så ska du vara Bord[ieu] eller Hartmu[t] Rosa. Inget läll. [...] Och 
då spjärnar jag emot. Jag tillbringar väldigt mycket tid med att spjärna emot. När den 
försöker. För den vill ju också spara sin arbetskraft. Den bara spottar ur sig sina top of mind 
förslag på vad jag ska göra. Men det är inte gott nog." 

Translated: "In my dialogue with this artificial agent I'm very clear. No, I don't want this 
kind of thinking. I want this kind of thinking. If you're going to drag in sociology, it has to 
be Bourdieu or Hartmut Rosa. Nobody random. [...] And so I push back. I spend a lot of 
time pushing back. When it tries. Because it also wants to save its own labour. It just spits 
out its top-of-mind suggestions for what I should do. But that's not good enough." 
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FF describes the counter-steering as a continuous dialogic practice. The convergence is not 
a problem to be solved once but a tendency to be pushed against in every interaction. The 
phrase spjärna emot; to push back, to brace against, captures the active stance and resonates 
with Schön's reflection-in-action understood as a sustained negotiation with the medium. 

Across these accounts, the convergence is real but the response to it is varied. Some 
respondents instruct AI structurally (BB's five-alternatives request, EE's exploratory framing); 
others steer continuously in dialogue (FF); some exclude AI from outcome-determining stages 
altogether (FF's exclusion from product expression). The implication is that AI's default 
tendency toward convergence is not a property the designer must passively accept. The capacity 
for active steering is itself part of the designer's work. 

4.1.2.4. Summary of Theme 2 
Agency and control in AI-mediated design work present as a spread rather than a uniform 

shift. Six respondents articulate six positions on whether their control has increased or 
decreased (subtheme 2.1). Recovery from AI failure is increasingly designed into the workflow 
itself rather than handled ad hoc (subtheme 2.2). The convergence pressure AI introduces in 
default use is widely recognised but actively counter-steered by those who recognise it 
(subtheme 2.3). 

A normative dimension runs through the theme. Several respondents (FF most explicitly, 
EE and CC implicitly) frame control as a choice rather than a state – what the designer retains 
or surrenders to AI is a function of how the work is set up, not a passive consequence of the 
technology. This framing reorients the question of agency: the analytical question is not 
whether AI takes control from the designer but what conditions allow the designer to allocate 
control strategically. 

4.1.3. Theme 3: Artefacts, documentation and role identity 
The third theme draws together two related changes the respondents describe: how the 

artefacts of design work are being reshaped, and how the designer's role is being renegotiated. 
The two are connected. Artefacts that are read by AI systems require new forms of 
documentation, and the work of producing and maintaining that documentation is itself part 
of how the designer's role is changing. 

This theme is presented in three subthemes. Subtheme 3.1 documents the shift toward 
machine-readable artefacts, together with a counter-pattern in which traditional 
documentation decreases. Subtheme 3.2 presents the six identity positions that emerge across 
the interviews. The respondents converge on the observation that some renegotiation of 
professional identity is happening; they diverge on whether that renegotiation amounts to 
devaluation, reframing, continuity, or expansion. Subtheme 3.3 examines the contested 
metaphor of AI as junior colleague. The glossary explaining some of the following terminology 
is in appendix A. 

4.1.3.1. Subtheme 3.1: Machine-readable artefacts and the MCP 
shift 

The respondents describe a systematic reshaping of design artefacts toward formats that AI 
can read directly. Markdown files, MCP servers, design systems exposed as APIs – the artefacts 
of design work are increasingly designed for an audience that includes non-human agents. 

Quote Q-AA-10: "if a tool doesn't have an MCP server that's useful, I'm probably not going 
to use it anymore." 

AA states the principle in its most explicit form. The value of a tool is no longer measured 
by its usefulness to the human designer alone; tools that cannot be accessed by AI agents are 
excluded from the workflow. The reasoning frames the agents as the primary users of the tool's 
outputs. 

Quote Q-AA-11: "I do more documentation than I have done previously and more and more 
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it's shifting towards markdown-based... readable by Obsidian rather than working in 
Notion because Notion still works. I still use Notion, but it's not very good with my agent 
integration." 

AA extends the observation to a documentation practice. The volume of documentation has 
increased, and the format has shifted toward markdown – chosen specifically because agents 
can read it. This contradicts a common expectation that AI would reduce documentation work; 
it has, in AA's account, increased it. 

Quote Q-CC-17: "man vill ju att skapa designsystem som AI ska kunna läsa snabbt och bygga 
saker med det så mycket hur man bygger designsystemet att dokumentera det blir viktigare 
att skrivas så att en AI vet när den ska använda det snarare än en människa ska använda 
det." 

Translated: "one wants to create design systems that AI can read quickly and build things 
with, so much that how one builds the design system to document it becomes more 
important to write so that an AI knows when to use it rather than that a human should use 
it." 

CC names the audience shift directly. Design system documentation is increasingly written 
for AI as the primary reader. The human designer who would historically have consulted the 
documentation is now relegated to a secondary audience, or none at all. 

Quote Q-CC-03: "vi har byggt upp vårt designsystem i Storybook [...] typ som ett CMS fast 
för implementerade [...] artefakter i kod [...] om man designar en knapp, då är den ju bara 
designad grafiskt. Men gör man det i kanske en javascript så finns den där implementerade 
kod. Och då sammanlänkar du då AI-prototypandet med den implementerade koden så 
kommer det ju mycket närmare verkligheten i det du prototypar än att AI-[fantiserar] ihop 
någonting." 

Translated: "we've built our design system in Storybook [...] like a CMS but for implemented 
[...] artefacts in code [...] if you design a button, it's only designed graphically. But if you 
build it in JavaScript, the implemented code is there. And then you link AI prototyping with 
the implemented code, and it comes much closer to reality than AI just fantasising 
something together." 

CC describes the same principle from a different angle. The design system is constructed 
not just to be readable by AI but to constrain what AI produces – making the prototyped 
artefacts approximate the real product rather than what the AI would generate from scratch. 
The artefact serves both as documentation and as a context that disciplines AI output. 

Quote Q-BB-11: "vi har en historia som en verktyg. Så då ska utvecklarna inte behöva sitta 
och kolla F[i]g[m]a [för] designdokumentation. Utan de ska bara be sina egna agenter jobba 
direkt mot designsystemets MCP." 

Translated: "we have [Storybook] as a tool. So developers shouldn't have to sit and look at 
Figma for design documentation. They should just ask their own agents to work directly 
against the design system's MCP." 

BB describes the practice in a context oriented toward inter-team coordination. The MCP 
server becomes the interface through which design and development are integrated, with 
agents reading on both sides. 

Quote Q-DD-11: "I started using .md files more, because they are generally easier to get to 
any LLM." 
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DD confirms the same pattern with a more workmanlike framing. Markdown is preferred 
not for any properties of the format itself but because it is universally accessible to LLMs. 

Quote Q-EE-01: "det kommer hända mer och mer att vi inte vet om det är klart eller vem 
det är. Det känns som att använda sig av AI bakom kulisserna." 

Translated: "it'll happen more and more that we don't know whether it's done or who did 
it. It feels like using AI behind the scenes." 

EE describes a distinct phenomenon; AI integrated into third-party tools without an explicit 
interface. The artefacts produced through such tools carry AI's involvement invisibly. The 
designer is interacting with AI without necessarily knowing it, which in Hutchins's distributed 
framework constitutes a hidden node in the cognitive system. 

The pattern across these six respondents (AA, CC, BB, DD, EE and FF) is consistent: the 
designer's documentation work is being reshaped for an AI audience, the volume is generally 
increasing, and the artefacts themselves are being restructured to be machine-readable. 

 
FF's interview presents a counter-pattern that complicates this picture. 

Quote Q-FF-16: "Viss dokumentation har försvunnit kanske. Istället för att göra olika faser 
av ett designdokument. Så vi har ett designdokument som heter Design Brief. som vi 
levererar till kunden när vi har gjort en del av processen som kallas detaljerad design. Och 
förut levererade vi den på 30, på 50, på 70 och på 100%. Nu levererar vi den kanske bara 
på en av de stegen." 

Translated: "Some documentation has disappeared, perhaps. Instead of producing 
different phases of a design document. We have a design document called the Design Brief, 
which we deliver to the client during the part of the process called detailed design. We used 
to deliver it at 30, 50, 70 and 100 percent. Now we deliver it maybe at only one of those 
stages." 

FF reports that traditional documentation has decreased rather than increased in his 
practice. The phased delivery of the Design Brief, previously at four points in the process, now 
occurs at one. 

Quote Q-FF-05: "Jag har låtit AIn skapa en webbsida där alla de här 360-graders bilderna 
är representerade. Och det står information om vad vi ska ha för information på varje plats. 
[...] det är ett internt verktyg [...] Kommunikationsverktyg. Som aldrig en slutanvändare 
kommer att få se. [...] Så att jag slipper ha en massa möten och förklara det här [...] Istället 
för att jag måste ha en en och en halv timmars dragning [...] så har jag gjort ett verktyg som 
jag har promptograferat via en AI." 

Translated: "I had the AI create a website where all these 360-degree images are 
represented. It states what information we'll have at each location. [...] it's an internal tool 
[...] a communication tool. One the end user will never see. [...] So that I don't have to hold 
a lot of meetings to explain all this [...] Instead of giving a one-and-a-half-hour briefing [...] 
I've made a tool that I've promptographed via an AI." 

The reduction in traditional documentation is matched by a different artefact form. AI-
generated interactive tools take over communicative functions that documentation previously 
served. The artefacts are not eliminated but transformed. 

Quote Q-FF-10: "att redigera en film till exempel i ett visuellt filmredigeringsprogram med 
metaforer om olika saker som inte finns längre. Typ rakblad för [film]klippning. Det krävs 
jättemycket kognitiv kraft. Men att däremot proppa in lite råa filer i en AI och beskriva hur 
det ska klippas. Vid vilken sekund och med vilken övergång. Det tar mycket mindre kognitiv 
bandbredd har jag märkt. [...] Jag vill ju inte ha något med schemata att göra. Jag vill ju få 
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en film klippt." 

Translated: "Editing a film, for example, in a visual editing programme with metaphors for 
things that don't exist any more; like a razor blade for cutting the film. It takes a huge 
amount of cognitive effort. But just stuffing raw files into an AI and describing how it should 
be cut – at which second, with which transition – that takes much less cognitive bandwidth, 
I've noticed. [...] I don't want anything to do with schemata. I just want a film cut." 

FF adds a related observation. Natural language interaction with AI replaces the graphical 
user interface conventions that have organised tool use for decades. The artefacts produced 
through this kind of interaction are not documented in the older sense; the prompt is the 
documentation, and the prompt does not persist in the same way that a layered file in editing 
software does. 

Quote Q-FF-17: "Alla artefakter som kunden då i det här fallet ser. Är ju saker som jag 
individuellt eller vi som lag [...] Har skapat. Men paketeringen är AI. Så kan man väl se det. 
Och förut var paketeringen en grafis[k ]designer. [...] Indesign. Jag har till och med glömt 
vad det heter, så lite använder vi det. Så Illustrator finns kvar, Indesign finns inte riktigt 
kvar." 

Translated: "All the artefacts the client sees are things that I individually, or we as a team 
[...] have created. But the packaging is AI. That's one way to put it. The packaging used to 
be a graphic designer. [...] InDesign. I'd even forgotten what it's called, that's how little we 
use it now. Illustrator is still around, InDesign basically isn't." 

FF localises the artefact change. Layout production, historically a distinct designer role with 
its own toolchain, has migrated to AI in his firm. Illustration work, which is closer to the 
embodied, intuitive capacities described in subtheme 1.3, remains with human designers and 
human tools. 

Taken together, the pattern across the six interviews is more nuanced than a uniform shift 
toward more machine-readable documentation. Five respondents describe an increase in 
documentation volume and a shift toward formats designed for AI consumption. One 
respondent (FF) describes a decrease in traditional documentation phases, replaced by AI-
generated interactive artefacts and by direct natural-language interaction that bypasses older 
interface conventions. The common element is not the direction of change but the fact of 
transformation; artefacts are being restructured around AI use, in directions that vary by 
domain and by the designer's specific working practice. 

4.1.3.2. Subtheme 3.2: Six identity positions 
Six respondents articulate six distinct positions on how AI use has affected their 

professional identity. As with control, the variation is the finding: under the same technological 
pressure, six designers locate themselves in six different ways relative to the AI-mediated work. 
The six positions are presented below. 

Quote Q-AA-19: "I mean, I think you see it now with a lot of designers switching into go-to-
market roles, growth roles, product management roles, strategy roles, and dropping the 
moniker of design entirely, because it's almost a liability at a senior level to call yourself a 
designer." 

AA articulates the first position. The label "designer" has lost status. Senior designers move 
into adjacent roles and cease identifying as designers. The cause AA implies is that the visible 
artefacts of design have been automated, leaving the designer's contribution illegible to 
organisations that read role identity from output. 

Quote Q-BB-21: "Nu är vi ju på väg mot sån här orkestrering av agenter. [...] Då blir man ju 
så här, ja men nu blir jag ledare. Kan man ju säga så här som design[er], att jag leder en. Vi 
har en UI designer, vi har en UX designer, vi har en researcher. Men jag orkestrerar hela 
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det här teamet som tar fram den här [produkten/tjänsten]." 

Translated: "We're now heading towards this kind of agent orchestration. [...] And then you 
end up – yes, now I'm a leader. As a designer you can say I'm leading them. We have a UI 
designer, we have a UX designer, we have a researcher. But I orchestrate the whole team 
that produces this [product/service]." 

BB occupies a second position. The designer's role is reframed from producer to 
orchestrator. AI agents perform the specialist work that previously belonged to teams of human 
designers; the designer's job is to direct the team. The identity is repositioned upward in 
abstraction rather than displaced. 

Quote Q-CC-05: "Fundamentalt, om man tänker design fundamentalt så är det fortfarande, 
jag tycker ju, för mig personligen handlar det mycket mer om problemlösande än 
artefaktskapande. [...] jag tycker ju att min roll som designer är ju att lösa problem och 
skapa värden och skapa artefakter." 

Translated: "Fundamentally – if you think about design fundamentally – for me personally 
it's still much more about problem-solving than artefact-making. [...] I see my role as a 
designer as solving problems, creating value and creating artefacts." 

CC occupies a third position. The designer's identity is unchanged because it was never tied 
to artefact production in the first place. CC defines design as problem-solving, and the 
automation of artefact production does not touch problem-solving. CC's position is direct 
contrast to DD's: the same technological shift produces, in one case, perceived devaluation, 
and in the other, no perceived change. 

Quote Q-DD-06: "you need to know how to work in a terminal, how to start a dev server, or 
how the projects are being built... Basically, it's like a tech starter pack." 

DD describes a fourth position. The designer is moving horizontally into the developer's 
toolkit. Working with AI on design and prototyping requires technical competencies that 
previously belonged to developers. The identity is not lost but extended; design is becoming 
more technical, and designers who do not develop this competence will be limited in what they 
can do with AI. 

Quote Q-EE-19: "Det är inte AI med människa, det är mer vilken roll tar jag i processen." 

Translated: "It's not AI with human – it's more about what role I take in the process." 

EE occupies a fifth position. The question of identity is reframed away from a fixed label and 
toward situated practice. The designer's role is not what they are but what they do in a given 
moment of work. This is identity as choice, as moment-to-moment positioning. 

Quote Q-FF-06: "I min roll som någon form av kreativ mellanchef så har jag ju rollen som 
någon som promptar redan nu. Jag pratar med en grafisk designer. Jag ser åt honom lite 
mörkare, lite mindre font, lite mer historiskt utseende. [...] Det är ju exakt samma jobb 
nästan." 

Translated: "In my role as a kind of creative middle manager, I already have the role of 
someone who prompts. I speak with a graphic designer. I tell him: a bit darker, a bit smaller 
font, a bit more historical-looking. [...] It's basically the exact same job." 

FF occupies a sixth position; a continuity thesis. The work of directing human collaborators 
and the work of directing AI agents are, in his account, the same cognitive activity. The change 
AI brings is in the addressee of the direction, not in the direction itself. FF describes this work 
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as the same direction-giving activity designers have always done, only the addressee changes 
when human collaborators are replaced by AI agents. 

FF's position is distinct from CC's in that CC describes design as problem-solving 
(something that has always involved direction) while FF describes design as direction-giving 
across collaborators (something that has always involved language). Both deny that AI changes 
the core activity. They locate the unchanged core in different places. 

Quote Q-FF-21 supplements FF's position: "Kommer kanske göra. Men har hittills inte 
riktigt gjort. Jag kanske tänkte mig att jag skulle vara mer mellanchefig. I och med att hade 
vi inte haft AI skulle vi haft flera underlydande juniora designer. Men jag har det fint med 
att inte ha det. [...] Le chat noir mår alltid bra." 

Translated: "Maybe it will. But so far it hasn't, really. I'd perhaps imagined I'd be more 
middle-management-like. Since if we hadn't had AI we'd have had several junior designers 
working under us. But I'm fine without that. [...] Le chat noir is always doing fine." (Le chat 
noir; a play on Mistral's le chat, the firm's preferred AI.) 

FF adds an organisational dimension. The identity is unchanged but the organisational form 
is not; fewer human juniors, AI taking their place. The continuity is at the level of the designer's 
work; the rupture is at the level of the firm's structure. 

Six positions emerge: the label is devalued (AA), the designer becomes an orchestrator (BB), 
the identity is unchanged in problem-solving terms (CC), the role drifts toward developer 
competence (DD), the identity is reframed as situated practice (EE), and the activity is 
continuous with what designers have always done (FF). 

These positions are not exhaustive of what designers might say but they are not artefacts of 
imprecise questioning either. Each respondent was asked the same general question about 
whether and how their identity as a designer had been affected by AI work. The variation in 
response indicates that identity is not a function of the technology but is constructed by the 
designer in response to it. 

A note on internal disagreement: CC explicitly questions the position expressed by AA. CC 
refers to AI-first companies that nonetheless hire designers, Lovable is the example he gives in 
Q-CC-27, and asks how that fact can be reconciled with the view that the designer label is a 
liability. This internal disagreement is preserved here rather than smoothed over. The 
discussion returns to the question of how to read a finding that is itself contested by the 
respondents. 

4.1.3.3. Subtheme 3.3: AI as junior colleague – or not 
The metaphor of AI as a junior colleague appears across multiple interviews but does not 

function the same way for all respondents. Three respondents (AA, BB, CC) employ the 
metaphor centrally. Three (DD, EE, FF) reject or modify it. The disagreement is itself 
analytically productive. 

Quote Q-AA-12: "More and more I'm trying to treat it like a colleague. That's the mental 
model for the future, I believe. It is still just a tool right now. But I think we are heading in 
a direction where we are going to view these things more like colleagues." 

AA frames the colleague metaphor as a future state the field is moving toward. AI is 
presently a tool but will become a colleague. The progression is presented as inevitable. 

Quote Q-BB-20: "När man pratar med en agent så pratar man med en juniorperson. Och 
det är ju samma sak när man jobbar med ledarskap generellt. [...] Så jag tycker det är nästan 
ett ledarskapsroll man har när man jobbar mot AI [...] nu är du ledare, du leder ju den här 
agenten i ett arbete." 

Translated: "When you talk to an agent you're talking to a junior person. And it's the same 
as working with leadership in general. [...] So I think it's almost a leadership role you take 
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on when working with AI [...] now you're a leader, you lead this agent through a task." 

BB makes the metaphor central to a reframing of design as leadership. The junior-colleague 
metaphor and the orchestrator identity (subtheme 3.2) are tightly linked in BB's account. 

Quote Q-CC-08: "man ska ju se det lite som en kollega som man tränar upp som en junior. 
Man får en jäklig glad jävel som bara vill [hjälpa] en hela tiden. Och sen måste man säga, 
nej du har fel. Tänk på det här till nästa gång. [...] Man får ju se det som en nyanställd, 
tycker jag. Så man får träna upp och on-boarda." 

Translated: "you should see it a bit like a colleague you're training as a junior. You get this 
overly happy fellow who just wants to help all the time. And then you have to say, no, you're 
wrong – think about this next time. [...] You have to see it as a new hire, I think. So you 
train it up and onboard it." 

CC uses the metaphor instrumentally; as a frame for the practice of correcting and 
instructing AI rather than as a claim about AI's ontological status. The point is that the same 
patience and pedagogical effort required for onboarding a human junior is required for AI 
work. 

Quote Q-DD-14: "I think that right now it's more of a tool... Because you use it for a specific 
purpose." 

DD occupies a contrasting position. AI is currently a tool, not a colleague. DD does not 
project the colleague metaphor onto a future state in the way AA does. 

Quote Q-EE-12: "Jag känner inte att AI är min kompis eller kollega men det kanske mer vår 
personlig plan." 

Translated: "I don't feel AI is my friend or colleague – more like part of our personal plan." 

EE rejects the metaphor explicitly. AI is neither friend nor colleague. The choice of personal 
plan suggests a more instrumental relation; AI as part of one's own working setup rather than 
as an interlocutor. 

Quote Q-EE-13: "Samtidigt är ju vad drar du gränsen mellan en verktyg och en kollega? Om 
vi vänder på det, det skulle ju också jag kan ju använda en kollega också som ett verktyg" 

Translated: "At the same time – where do you draw the line between a tool and a colleague? 
If we flip it round, I could just as well use a colleague as a tool." 

EE's rejection is not naive. He recognises that the tool/colleague distinction is not as clean 
as it appears, a human colleague can be used instrumentally too. The point is that the 
distinction depends on framing rather than on properties of the entity being framed. 

Quote Q-FF-18 (also cited in subtheme 1.2): "...bollplank kanske. Men inte så att det ersätter 
en människa. Eller att det är koagens eller nånting sånt där. [...] upphovsmannaskapet 
ligger helt på mig." 

Translated: "A sounding-board, perhaps. But not in a way that replaces a human. Or that 
it's co-agency or anything like that. [...] authorship rests entirely with me." 

FF offers a third modification. The metaphor he prefers is not colleague but sounding-board 
(bollplank). A sounding-board contributes to thinking without claiming a stake in the result. 
Authorship, and accountability, remain entirely with the designer. 

The disagreement across the six interviews is not a confusion about what AI is. It is a 
disagreement about what frame is most useful for working with it. Those who adopt the 
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colleague metaphor (AA, BB, CC) describe practices structured around training, instruction 
and oversight. Those who reject it (DD, EE, FF) describe practices in which AI is bounded – to 
specific tools, to specific tasks, to specific phases – and in which the question of AI's ontological 
status does not arise because the relation is held in place by the design of the work. 

4.1.3.4. Summary of Theme 3 
Artefacts, documentation and role identity are being reshaped together in AI-mediated 

design work, but the reshaping is varied. Documentation generally shifts toward machine-
readable formats and toward AI as a primary reader (subtheme 3.1), but one respondent 
describes a reduction in traditional documentation that is replaced by AI-generated interactive 
artefacts. Identity positions vary across six distinct framings (subtheme 3.2), from devaluation 
of the label to a continuity thesis that holds the activity unchanged. The metaphor of AI as 
junior colleague is adopted by some and rejected by others (subtheme 3.3), with the 
disagreement reflecting different choices about how to frame the working relationship rather 
than different beliefs about what AI is. 

Together, the three themes of this chapter describe a profession in active negotiation with a 
new working partner; or, depending on the respondent, a new tool, a new medium, or a new 
addressee for an activity that has not fundamentally changed. The variation across the 
respondents is the central finding. The variation indicates that AI use does not determine 
designer experience; what is experienced depends on how the designer configures the work. 
The interpretation of that variation is taken up in the discussion that follows.  

The variation is not a failure of methodological control or a sample size limitation; it is the 
central empirical finding. Under the same technological pressure, six experienced designers 
report systematically different configurations of working practice, control allocation and 
professional identity. The spread itself is the result that the analysis stands on. 

5. Discussion 
This chapter interprets the findings of the analysis through the theoretical frame developed 

in chapter 2 and answers the research questions in light of that interpretation. The 
interpretation is organised around five analytical findings drawn from the three result themes. 
Each finding is presented as a substantive contribution with theoretical anchoring and, where 
relevant, comparison to existing literature. The chapter closes with the study's implications and 
limitations. 

The sections that follow address the research sub-questions as follows: Sections 5.1 and 5.5 
speak primarily to SQ1 (judgement and tacit knowledge); Section 5.2 addresses SQ2 (agency 
and control); Sections 5.3 and 5.4 address SQ3 (artefacts, documentation and identity), with 
Section 5.3 also extending into SQ2 by reframing what control over execution amounts to. 

For the present study Schön provides the central frame for the designer's engagement with 
AI output. The participants describe AI output as something they must read, judge and respond 
to in the moment – a description that corresponds closely to Schön's talk-back of the situation. 
BB's reference to AI output as skissmaterial (sketch material) in the analysis is a near-direct 
empirical instantiation of Schön's terminology. The participants' practices of correction, 
prompt revision and verify-steps (developed in subtheme 2.2) are reflection-in-action 
performed against a new kind of material. The designer's relation to AI, in Schön's terms, is 
not the relation of operator to tool but of practitioner to medium. 

5.1.1. Premature convergence as a methodological question 
The first finding reframes a phenomenon the participants describe in different ways – 

gradient-purple AI-generated websites (Q-AA-16), the homogenisation of parliamentary 
speech (Q-AA-17), the convergence of design prototypes from a shared model base (Q-BB-22), 
AI-aesthetic exclusion at the studio level (Q-FF-12), continuous push-back against top-of-mind 
suggestions (Q-FF-20). These descriptions are usually grouped under terms such as bias or 
railroading in the design literature (e.g., Wadinambiarachchi et al., 2024). The analysis 
proposes a different framing: AI-mediated design carries a structural pull toward premature 



27  
 

convergence. The term names a familiar concept in design methodology: the risk of selecting a 
solution before sufficient divergent exploration has taken place, a risk design thinking 
traditions treat as constitutive of design practice and as something the designer's craft has 
always involved working against (Dorst, 2006). What changes with AI is the source of the pull. 
Where previously premature convergence reflected the designer's own cognitive habits or the 
limits of the brief, AI now exerts a structural pull toward common formulations through the 
statistical properties of its training data. The designer's expertise consists, in part, in active 
counter-steering. 

This framing draws Schön's reflection-in-action into direct contact with the design fixation 
literature. In Schön's terms, the designer's conversation with materials always involves the risk 
of locking in too early on a particular reading or solution. AI as a material amplifies this risk 
because its statistical defaults pull toward common formulations. Wadinambiarachchi et al. 
(2024) provide empirical evidence in the same direction: generative AI use is associated with 
reduced divergent thinking under certain conditions. The participants' counter-steering 
practices, instructing AI to produce five alternatives (Q-BB-16), framing requests as 
exploratory rather than specifying (Q-EE-03), pushing back against top-of-mind suggestions 
in dialogue (Q-FF-20), are operational responses to this pull. 

The contribution of this finding is to reposition the discussion of AI's convergent tendencies. 
Rather than treating the convergence as a property of the technology that the designer must 
passively suffer, the analysis treats it as a methodological condition the designer must work 
against, as designers have always worked against premature convergence in other media. This 
shifts the conversation from a critique of AI toward a question about designer competence; 
what active steering practices are required, and how are these developed? The implication is 
normative as well as descriptive: design practice in AI-mediated work requires explicit 
attention to convergence as an active risk, comparable to the way design education has long 
treated design fixation (Dorst, 2006). 

5.1.2. Control as a strategic choice 
The finding from subtheme 2.1; six different positions on control under the same 

technological pressure, invites further interpretation. The variation is not noise. Read through 
Schön's framework, the six positions correspond to six different allocations of reflective 
attention. AA accepts reduced moment-to-moment control over execution in exchange for 
expanded reach (Q-AA-14). CC retains control by locating his work above execution at the level 
of problem definition (Q-CC-20). DD reports increased control through expanded information 
(Q-DD-13). EE retains control through a workflow choice to remain in the loop (Q-EE-14). BB 
loses control where he operates outside his expertise (Q-BB-08). FF gains control through 
iteration affordances that previously required human collaborators (Q-FF-19). 

The common structural feature is that control is allocated, not held or lost. In Schön's 
account, reflection-in-action is the practitioner's strategic choice of where to engage deeply and 
where to let the material take over. The six positions document six different allocation 
strategies in response to a new medium. None of the six describes losing control as a passive 
outcome of technology; all describe it as a function of how they have configured the work. FF 
makes this normative claim explicit (Q-FF-03): the designer who loses control over what they 
care about has made the wrong allocation. 

The implication is that the question does AI take control from designers? may be less 
productive than asking what conditions allow designers to allocate control strategically 
across human and AI work? The shift in framing moves the locus of analysis from the 
technology to the working practices and organisational arrangements that support or 
undermine strategic allocation. This shifts the locus of analysis from the technology to the 
working practices and organisational arrangements that support or undermine strategic 
allocation. The trade-off model, releasing control on one front (visual prototyping, layout 
production, code execution) in order to maintain it on another (problem definition, strategic 
direction, embodied judgement), provides a clearer description of the participants' practice 
than the more common framing of control loss to AI. 
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5.1.3. AI redirects designer attention from doing things right toward the right 
thing to be done 

This finding synthesises a pattern that recurs across all three result themes. DD frames it 
most directly: more control comes from being able to evaluate more information in the design 
itself, not from controlling the production of artefacts (Q-DD-13). The same shift is visible in 
CC's account of design as problem-solving rather than artefact-making (Q-CC-05), in EE's 
choice to keep the PRD as his thinking process while delegating execution (Q-EE-10), in BB's 
reframing of his role as orchestration of agent teams that produce the artefacts (Q-BB-21), and 
in AA's observation that senior designers are moving into strategy and growth roles as the 
artefact-production layer is automated (Q-AA-19). FF's continuity thesis (Q-FF-06) describes 
the same phenomenon from the opposite direction: the activity at the top of the value chain, 
directing the production of work, has always been what design is, and AI makes this visible by 
automating what was below it. 

This finding connects directly to the cognitive-scientific frame developed in chapter 2. 
Hutchins's (1995a) distributed cognition treats execution-level work as something that can be 
delegated to artefacts and agents; what does not delegate is the cognition that constitutes the 
problem — what is being made, why, and for whom. Polanyi's (1966) tacit dimension is most 
active precisely here: the capacity to recognise what the right thing is depends on patterns of 
judgement that cannot be reduced to explicit rules. Read together, Hutchins and Polanyi point 
toward the redistribution of attention the present analysis describes — execution outward, 
problem constitution inward. 

The distinction between the right thing (problem definition, user value, strategic framing) 
and doing things right (execution quality, craft, implementation) is well-established in design 
and product management discourse. It derives from Peter Drucker's management writing and 
has been developed in design contexts by Buxton (2010) and Cagan (2018); the latter is 
explicitly referenced by one of the participants (Q-CC-25). 

This finding implies a reformulation of the designer's value in AI-mediated work. The visible 
artefacts of design are becoming less indicative of the designer's contribution. The contribution 
is increasingly upstream; problem definition, strategic framing, judgement of fit. The signature 
formulation proposed by the analysis is: 

AI's effect on design work is not primarily the offloading of execution but the redistribution 
of the designer's attention, from doing things right toward making the right thing. This 
reshapes what design work is: less artefact production, more problem constitution. For the 
designer's experience of agency and control, the conventional less control narrative is 
incomplete; control is relocated rather than lost. 

This reformulation has consequences for design education, hiring and organisational design 
that exceed the scope of the present study but warrant further investigation. 

5.1.4. Codification asymmetry and managing AI context 
This finding documents an asymmetry in the cognitive system the participants describe. As 

BB articulates most directly (Q-BB-10), the designer is increasingly required to articulate 
previously tacit professional knowledge – design principles, brand guidelines, what good looks 
like – in formats AI agents can use. CC describes the same labour as the construction and 
ongoing curation of an AI brain around the product through markdown skills (Q-CC-02, Q-
CC-06). AA reports an increase in documentation volume (Q-AA-11). DD uses .md files for LLM 
accessibility (Q-DD-11). The codification flows in one direction, from human to AI, but AI does 
not articulate its own decision basis back in equivalent form. The same asymmetry appears at 
the level of the artefacts themselves: documents and design systems that previously carried 
meaning between human team members are being rebuilt to carry meaning between human 
members and AI agents, and the work of rebuilding falls on the human side. 

In Polanyi's framework this is a forced one-directional movement from tacit to explicit 
knowledge. The movement is partial (Polanyi's we know more than we can tell sets the upper 
limit) and unequal: the designer bears the codification burden while the AI remains 
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epistemically opaque. In Hutchins's framework the same asymmetry appears as an incomplete 
propagation of representational state – one node in the distributed system absorbs but does 
not export. 

The labour this asymmetry generates is itself a new dimension of design work. CC's iterative 
refinement of skills as the AI's brain around a product is not documentation in the traditional 
sense; it is the active provisioning of an agent's context, a task that must be repeated as models 
change, as teams change, as products evolve. This finding implies that managing AI context is 
becoming a distinct competence that future descriptions of design practice will need to name 
explicitly. 

This finding also has a normative dimension that the analysis flags but does not develop 
fully. Asymmetric codification distributes cognitive labour unevenly between human and AI. 
BB raises a related concern about transparency norms (Q-BB-19). The longer-term 
consequences for accountability, intellectual property and professional responsibility are taken 
up in future work. 

5.1.5. The designer's critical eye as a distributed function 
This finding extends the filter function of subtheme 1.2 from individual self-checking to 

organisational gatekeeping. CC's observation that roles have become fluid – that product 
managers now show their AI-generated work to designers for assessment (Q-CC-22) – extends 
the filter function beyond the designer's own work to peer review across roles. BB's framing of 
leadership as the central designer competence in AI-mediated work (Q-BB-20) implies the 
same extension. EE's account of source criticism as an enduring professional habit (Q-EE-21) 
frames the filter as the persistent epistemic spine of the profession. 

In Polanyi's terms, tacit expertise here functions as a socially distributed resource. The 
capacity to recognise what good looks like must exist somewhere in the organisation if AI-
assisted work is to be evaluated; if the designers who hold this capacity are removed in pursuit 
of AI-first efficiency, the organisation loses the evaluative function as well. Hutchins's 
distributed cognition makes the same point at the system level – the evaluative node cannot be 
removed without changing what the system can do. 

This finding implies that the designer's role in AI-mediated organisations is shifting from 
producer to epistemic guardian; a jurisdictional shift with implications for education, 
recruitment and organisational design. The empirical findings of the study (FF's articulation 
of generational reproduction concerns, Q-FF-15 and Q-FF-24; EE's pilot-autopilot analogy, Q-
EE-23) suggest that this guardianship function is fragile under conditions where the practice 
through which the expertise is normally acquired is being automated. 

5.1.6. A relational reading of AI in design practice 
The four theoretical resources drawn on in this thesis support a reading of AI-mediated 

design practice that the available tool–colleague vocabulary does not yet capture. Schön (1983) 
provides the local frame: the designer engages AI output through reflection-in-action, treating 
the output as something that talks back. Polanyi (1966) provides the constraint: the designer's 
judgement of that output rests on tacit knowing that cannot be made fully explicit, which sets 
limits on what AI can substitute for. Hutchins (1995a) provides the systemic frame: the practice 
is a distributed cognitive system whose configuration is being actively rearranged. Dingemanse 
et al. (2023) provide the metatheoretical orientation: reading the foundational three together 
enacts the figure-ground reversal the cognitive sciences have undergone. 

Read together, these resources point toward a relation that neither tool nor colleague names 
well. The designer's engagement with AI in the data of this study is too active for tool and too 
materially constrained for colleague. BB's framing of AI output as sketch material, together 
with the recovery practices, identity positions and counter-steering documented across the 
chapters, suggests a third position; one that combines the material face of the relation (AI as 
something the designer reads, judges and revises) with the partner face (AI as something that 
responds and shapes what the designer attends to next). 

This in-between status is consistent with a growing body of work on how AI and robotic 
systems reconfigure collaborative practice. Pelikan et al. (2018), in a study of teleoperated 
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surgical robots in operating-room teams, show how robotic technology actively reconfigures 
teamwork along physical, cognitive and affective dimensions – not as a passive tool but as an 
active reorganiser of practice. Darling (2021) argues more broadly that AI and robotic systems 
occupy a category that the existing vocabulary does not fully capture, and proposes that we 
approach them as a distinct class of agents with their own characteristics rather than as failed 
humans or sophisticated objects. The present study contributes empirical material from 
interaction design practice to this developing discussion, describing the AI relation as a 
relational medium-partner; a working description that names the dual character without 
committing to a specific terminological proposal. A more precise framing is identified as a 
direction for further work. 

5.1.7. Limitations and future work 
This study is exploratory and based on six in-depth interviews. The findings are not 

statistically generalisable. The sample is biased toward designers willing to talk reflectively 
about AI use and toward the author's professional network, which is concentrated in Sweden 
and adjacent international markets. The sample is also limited in gender composition, all six 
participants identify as men, which constrains the perspectives the analysis can speak from and 
risks leaving distinctively gendered dynamics of AI use under-articulated. The findings 
describe a moment in a rapidly changing practice and may not transfer to later stages of AI 
development. The author's positionality as a fellow practitioner is both a source of access and 
a potential source of interpretive bias. 

Future work in this area would benefit from longitudinal studies that track the practices 
documented here as they evolve, from larger samples that test whether the six identity 
positions and six control positions reproduce in different contexts, from work that engages 
directly with the managing AI context labour as a distinct competence with its own 
development trajectory. The continuity thesis articulated by one participant (FF, Q-FF-06), in 
which AI is treated as a new addressee for an activity that has not fundamentally changed, is a 
particular candidate for follow-up work with a larger sample of designers whose practice spans 
pre- and post-AI working conditions. 

Beyond the immediate field of design, the findings carry implications for the wider question 
of how a profession sustains itself when the practices through which expertise has historically 
been built are increasingly automated. The skill-reproduction concern voiced by some 
participants (Q-FF-15, Q-EE-23) extends naturally to questions about education systems, 
labour markets and the broader distribution of cognitive work between humans and AI agents; 
questions that lie outside the scope of the present study but to which it speaks indirectly. 

5.1.8. Summary 
The findings developed in this chapter, read together, support a view of AI-mediated design 

practice as a domain in active negotiation. The technology introduces a structural pull toward 
convergence (5.1) that designers actively counter-steer. Control is allocated strategically across 
human and AI work, not held or lost in any uniform way (5.2). The designer's attention is 
redistributed from execution toward problem definition (5.3). The artefacts of design are being 
reshaped to accommodate AI as a new audience (5.4), with the codification burden falling on 
the designer. The designer's role is shifting from producer to a more distributed evaluative 
function over AI-assisted work (5.5). 

Taken together, the findings describe AI as functioning in the role of a relational medium-
partner – neither tool nor colleague but a material that talks back – and the design profession 
is in the process of developing the practices, vocabularies and identities adequate to this new 
condition. 
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Appendix A: Glossary 
Agent – An AI system configured to perform a sequence of actions toward a specified end, often 
involving multiple steps, tool calls and intermediate decisions. Distinguished from a prompt-
response AI use in that an agent maintains state and operates over time rather than producing 
a single output. 
 
Agent orchestration – The practice of coordinating multiple AI agents, each with a defined task, 
to collectively carry out a larger piece of work. Compare to managing a team of human 
collaborators. 
 
AI-first workflow – A way of working in which AI generation is used as the starting point of a 
piece of work (for example, an initial prototype or specification), with the human refining and 
shaping the result afterwards. Contrasted with workflows where AI is brought in late in the 
process. 
 
Claude – Family of large language models developed by Anthropic. Versions referred to in this 
thesis include Sonnet and Opus, which differ in size and capability. 
 
Claude Code – Anthropic's command-line interface for using Claude as a coding assistant and 
agent runtime. 
 
Cursor – A code editor with built-in AI assistance for code generation, modification and 
exploration. Used by participants as a prototyping environment for code-based design work. 
 
CMS (Content Management System) – A software system for organising and publishing 
content, traditionally used for websites. Mentioned by participants as an analogy for design 
systems that present implemented components in a navigable way. 
 
Design system – A documented set of design components, interaction patterns and visual rules 
that together constitute the working language of a product. Often expressed both as a design 
tool library (e.g. Figma components) and as implemented code components (e.g. a React 
library). 
 
Dev server – A locally running web server that hosts a development version of a website or 
application, allowing the developer to test and iterate before deploying. 
 
Figma – A vector-based interface design tool used widely in the industry for prototyping, 
design system documentation and collaborative design work. Operates primarily in a graphical 
canvas with components and styles. 
 
Gemini – Google's family of large language models. Gemini Deep Research is a feature for 
extended research synthesis. 
 
Generative AI – Class of artificial intelligence systems that produce output (text, images, code, 
etc.) in response to input prompts, typically built on foundation models. Used interchangeably 
with AI and LLM in this thesis where the distinction is not analytically important. 
 
HCI (Human-Computer Interaction) – Academic field concerned with the design and study of 
computing systems in their interaction with people. 
 
Junior (designer / colleague) – A practitioner early in their career, typically working under the 
supervision of a more senior colleague. Used in this thesis both literally (referring to human 
colleagues) and as a metaphor for the supervisory relation participants describe with AI agents. 
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Le chat – Mistral's chat interface for its language models. The phrase le chat noir in one 
participant's interview is a play on this name. 
 
LLM (Large Language Model) – A foundation-model-based AI system trained on text data, 
capable of producing fluent text in response to prompts. Examples include GPT (OpenAI), 
Claude (Anthropic), Gemini (Google) and Mistral. 
 
Lumo – A privacy-focused AI chat service developed by Proton. Referenced by one participant 
as a sovereignty-conscious alternative to American AI services. 
 
Markdown – A lightweight text-based markup format used widely for documentation, notes 
and configuration files. Distinguished by being human-readable in raw form and easily parsed 
by AI models. 
 
MCP (Model Context Protocol) – A standard, introduced by Anthropic in 2024, for connecting 
AI models to external tools, data sources and services. Allows AI agents to read from and write 
to systems beyond their own immediate input. Adopted across the industry. 
 
Mistral – A French AI company producing open-weight large language models. Referenced by 
participants as a European alternative to American services. 
 
Notion – A workspace tool combining documents, databases, kanban boards and collaboration 
features. Widely used for product and design documentation; referenced in this thesis as an 
example of a tool whose AI integration is being reconfigured for agent use. 
 
Obsidian – A markdown-based note-taking and knowledge management tool with 
bidirectional linking. Used by some participants as a personal knowledge base that AI agents 
can read. 
 
Onboarding – In professional context, the process of integrating a new colleague into team 
practices, conventions and knowledge. Used by participants as a metaphor for configuring AI 
agents with project-specific context. 
 
Orchestrator – In agent contexts, the role of directing multiple sub-agents toward a 
coordinated goal. Used by one participant to reframe the designer's role. 
 
Prompt – A textual input provided to an AI model, typically an instruction, question or context. 
The crafting of effective prompts is itself a practical skill. 
 
Prompt iteration – The practice of refining a prompt repeatedly in response to AI output until 
the result is satisfactory. Distinguished from a single-shot prompt by the designer's active 
engagement across cycles. 
 
Prompt library – A collection of saved, reusable prompts maintained by a designer or team for 
recurring tasks (e.g. meeting summaries, design reviews). 

 
PRD (Product requirements document) – A working document and specification that outlines 
a product's purpose, features, functionality, and behaviour. 
 
Prototype – A working but partial version of a product, used for testing concepts, interactions 
or implementation before commitment to a final form. Can be visual (Figma), interactive 
(code-based) or conceptual (documentation). 
 
Reve – An AI image generation service used by one participant. 
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Sandbox (file / environment) – A controlled working area in which experimental AI use is 
isolated from the rest of the project, so that errors or unwanted changes cannot propagate. 
 
Skill (markdown skill) – Persistent text-based instructions a designer maintains to give an AI 
agent context for a specific project, domain or task. Typically a markdown file consumed by the 
agent on each run. 
 
Storybook – An open-source tool for documenting and previewing user interface components 
in code form. Used by one participant as a bridge between AI-generated prototypes and 
production code. 
 
Tech starter pack – Informal term used by one participant for the set of technical competences 
(terminal use, dev server operation, project structure) that designers working with AI 
prototyping have started to acquire. 
 
UI (User Interface) – The visible and interactive layer of a software product that the user 
perceives and acts on. 
 
UX (User Experience) – The wider set of considerations around how users encounter, use and 
experience a product, including but going beyond the interface itself. 
 
Verify-step – A workflow stage in which a separate AI agent reviews the output of a previous 
step against defined criteria. Used by one participant as a structural feature of multi-agent 
pipelines. 
 
Whisper / WhisperKit – Speech-to-text transcription models developed by OpenAI. 
WhisperKit is a local implementation that runs on-device. Used in this thesis for transcribing 
the interview audio. 
 
Wireframe – A low-fidelity visual sketch of a screen or interface, used early in the design 
process to lay out structure and content without committing to visual style. 
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Appendix B: Interview guide 
A. Background 
1. Can you briefly describe your role and what kind of design work you do? 
2. Which AI/LLM tools do you use in your design work, and roughly how often? 
3. How did you start using AI tools? What prompted you to try them? 

 
B. The design process with AI 
4. Think of a recent project where you used AI. Can you walk me through what happened – 
where did AI come in, and where didn’t it? 
What made you decide to use AI at that particular point? 
Was there a moment where you changed direction based on what the AI gave you? 
Anything that made you keep using it? 
5. When you’re working with an LLM, do you feel like you’re designing, or doing something 
else? 
6. Has the way you start a project changed since you began using AI tools? 
What about the middle of a project? The end? 
Has it unlocked something? Quantity/speed? More breadth/exploration or finetuning? 
 
C. Judgement and tacit knowledge 
7. Has it happened that AI produced something that looked right on the surface, but you 
realised wasn’t good? What told you that?/How did you realise that? 
How would you describe what you were drawing on – experience, intuition, something else? 
8. Are there parts of your work where you wouldn’t trust AI at all? What makes those different? 
9. When you evaluate an AI output, what are you actually looking at? What makes something 
“good enough”? 
Is that something you could explain to a junior designer, or is it hard to put into words? 
 
D. Tools and cognitive distribution 
10. When you use AI in your workflow, do you use and keep your usual working documents 
(sketches, notes, specs), or has that changed? 
Do you use AI outputs as input for later stages, or do you tend to start fresh? 
11. Do you ever feel like the AI is “thinking with you”, or is it more like a tool you operate? 
Can you describe a moment where it felt like a back-and-forth, like a collaboration? 
12. When something goes wrong – a prompt doesn’t work, the output is off – how do you 
recover? 
 
E. Agency and control 
13. Do you feel more or less in control of the design process when using AI? 
Has that feeling changed over time? 
14. Are there situations where AI pushes you toward certain solutions or ways of thinking? 
15. Do you feel that the final result is yours when AI has been involved? Is it as satisfying? 
 
F. Identity and the changing role 
16. Has working with AI changed how you see your role as a designer? 
17. If you were teaching a design student today, what would you tell them they need to learn 
that isn’t about specific tools? 
18. Is there anything about design work that you think AI will not be able to do in the 
foreseeable future? 
 
G. Closing 
19. Is there anything important about your experience with AI in design that I haven’t asked 
about? Is there anything you’d like to add or clarify? 


