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Study and Practice of "Paradoxity" for Ambiguity Interactive Design

LI Jian, HAN Jing—hua
(Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China)

ABSTRACT: It studies the formation mechanism, features and design concepts of "Paradoxity” in ambiguity design.
Based on the theory of symbolic interaction, it established the human—machine interactive model of devices information and
users interpretation, made theoretical and application analysis of "Paradoxity" in ambiguity design. The ambiguity design is
different from usability , Norman concept model, fuzzy design and design fault. "Paradoxity" is a critical point to define the

interactive quality and category of ambiguity as the extreme condition between devises and users in ambiguity interaction.
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Fig.1 The relationship and associated design types of meanings

generation in two steps of interactive process
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Fig.2 Properties comparison of 6 kinds of relationships between

design information and user interpretations in ambiguity interction
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