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Abstract

As Al systems are increasingly adopted in high-stakes do-
mains such as healthcare, autonomous driving, and criminal
justice, their failures may threaten human safety and rights.
Human oversight of Al systems is therefore critically impor-
tant as a potential safeguard to prevent harmful consequences
in high-risk Al applications. The global regulatory and policy
landscape for Al governance remains understandably frag-
mented and diverse. While frameworks like the European AI
Act require human oversight for high-risk Al systems, there is
currently a lack of well-defined methodologies and conceptual
clarity to operationalize such oversight effectively. Indepen-
dent of policy and regulation, poorly designed oversight can
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create dangerous illusions of safety while obscuring account-
ability. This interdisciplinary workshop aims to bring together
researchers from various disciplines, including AI, HCI, psy-
chology, law, and policy, to address this critical gap. We will
explore the following questions: (1) What are the greatest chal-
lenges to achieving effective human oversight of Al systems?
(2) How can we design Al systems that enable meaningful
human oversight? (3) How do we assign responsibilities to
and support the various stakeholders involved in oversight?
Through talks and interactive group discussions, participants
will identify oversight challenges; examine stakeholder roles;
discuss supporting tools, methods, and regulatory frameworks;
and establish a collaborative research agenda. Our central goal
is to further a roadmap that enables effective human oversight
for the responsible deployment of Al in society.

Keywords
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1 Motivation

In recent years, we have witnessed the increasing deploy-
ment of Al-enabled applications in high-stakes domains, such
as medical diagnosis and treatment recommendations, au-
tonomous driving systems, predictive policing, recidivism as-
sessment, and automated hiring processes [2, 13]. Failures of
applying Al in these contexts—be it at the level of conceptu-
alizing the application or post-deployment—directly threaten
human safety and fundamental human rights [14, 17]. The
opacity and complexity of many Al systems further compound
these risks [4, 18]. However, stakeholders often cannot effec-
tively oversee automated decisions that significantly impact
human lives (e.g., through monitoring or detecting failures or
harmful outcomes). This reinforces the growing call for human
oversight in emerging ethical guidelines and legislation (such
as the European AI Act [11]), especially for Al use in high-risk
contexts.

We consider “Human Oversight” as an umbrella term that
encompasses efforts towards similarly important desiderata
of human-AlI collaboration, including responsible Al trust-
worthy Al meaningful Al explainable Al fair and ethical AI,
etc. [4, 7, 8, 12]. Following Sterz et al. [20], we understand
human oversight as the supervision of an Al system by at
least one natural person, who is systematically prepared and
empowered to consciously monitor its operations and inter-
vene, if necessary, in order to substantially reduce Al-induced
risks. Although human oversight of Al systems is a potentially
effective strategy to mitigate the risks of Al bias and errors, it
demands that humans are capable of monitoring Al systems
effectively, recognizing critical situations or Al behavior, and
executing timely interventions at scale [1, 19]—a task far from
trivial [6]. Ultimately, this makes oversight a core challenge
for HCI: 1) to decide if human oversight is not only feasible,
but also desirable; and 2) if yes, how to design socio-technical
systems that render oversight reliable and meaningful in prac-
tice.

Currently, the discourse on human oversight lacks concep-
tual clarity and methodologies to understand and implement
effective human oversight in Al-powered systems [20]. Poorly
designed oversight mechanisms can, for example, create a false
sense of safety, leading stakeholders to believe that systems
are properly monitored when they are not [3, 6, 10]. They can
obscure accountability and delay the identification of system
problems [15, 16]. They can also affect cognitive, affective,
and motivational processes [5, 9], in particular when domain
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experts change their role from making decisions themselves
to overseeing automated systems. Therefore, effective human
oversight requires not only technical innovation but also a
deep understanding of human behavior and the affordances
of socio-technical systems.

We propose this workshop as an important step within an
emerging conversation on the topic of human oversight, with
the goal of adding conceptual and design clarity, and method-
ological rigor. Originating from a recent Dagstuhl seminar,’
researchers started engaging in interdisciplinary discussions to
address these fundamental challenges, including an upcoming
workshop at the ACM conference on Intelligent User Interfaces
(IUI) in March 2026. While these efforts focused on conceptual
clarity and interface design respectively, our proposal for CHI
aims to bridge communities and create interdisciplinary col-
laboration among researchers across fields such as Al, formal
methods, HCI, psychology, law, and policy. The CHI commu-
nity presents a unique platform to foster these important and
timely objectives in one place, as it brings together researchers
and practitioners from diverse disciplinary backgrounds and
methodological traditions, with a longstanding track record
of advancing human-centered approaches to the design, de-
ployment, and evaluation of interactive systems. This makes
CHI an ideal venue to synthesize emerging insights, stimulate
new collaborations, and ensure that conceptual developments
around human oversight translate into actionable design prin-
ciples and practical tools. As such, we anticipate outcomes
from this CHI workshop to be widely-applicable and interdis-
ciplinary by design. Subsets of organizers will then bring this
conversation to various relevant communities (e.g., similar
workshop proposals are planned for additional conferences,
including FAccT, HCOMP, UMAP, and AAAI); and we aim to
compile definitions, examples, and solutions for human over-
sight of Al systems through these collective, interdisciplinary
efforts initiated at a bigger scale at CHL

In two 90-minute sessions, our workshop will first solicit
perspectives on current challenges in human oversight of Al
systems, and then collectively work on designing solutions to
achieve effective human oversight. Our call for participation
will specifically ask for participants’ unique understanding
of human oversight and examples of good/bad oversight. We
will analyze these participant submissions to schedule light-
ning talks in the first 90-minute session: a context-building
activity where people can gain clarity on what our commu-
nity understands as “oversight” Using this shared context, the
second 90-minute session will focus on group discussions to
design effective oversight in human-AI collaborative settings.
Organizers will use these activities to generate bottom-up defi-
nitions and examples of oversight, as well as design desiderata
for effective oversight systems.

Our focus and outcomes will include, but not be limited to,
the following topics:

!https://www.dagstuhl.de/en/seminars/seminar-calendar/seminar-
details/25272, https://www.dagstuhl.de/en/institute/news/2025/laesst-
sich-ki-beaufsichtigen
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Core HCI Questions for Human Oversight of Al Systems

To enable effective human oversight of autonomous Al systems requires interdisciplinary work on research questions that
are fundamentally about human-computer interaction, such as:

(1) How should automated Al systems communicate their reasoning, uncertainty, or limitations in ways that humans can
understand, evaluate, and act upon?

(2) How can interfaces be designed to give overseers meaningful, timely, safe, and context-appropriate opportunities to intervene?
(3) How can oversight mechanisms help humans form accurate mental models of system reliability without fostering over- or
under-reliance?

(4) How can oversight mechanisms include humans in a meaningful way that supports their motivation, autonomy, and job
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satisfaction?

mechanisms of oversight?

(5) How are oversight responsibilities and accountability assigned and how are they made transparent?
(6) Finally, more broadly, how do constructs of power, governance, and legality intersect with various stakeholders and

Figure 1: A selection of HCI questions that are critical to human oversight of Al systems.

Identifying current challenges in effective human over-
sight design for Al systems.

Understanding the roles and responsibilities of various
stakeholders in human oversight.

Sharing perspectives about human oversight, identify-
ing and addressing open challenges.

Designing methods, tools, processes, and resources to
support stakeholders in overseeing Al systems.
Identifying the user interface-related opportunities and
challenges of human oversight.

Exploring the trade-off between effective human over-
sight for risk mitigation and challenges of human au-
tonomy, development, and self-efficacy.

2 Call for Participation

Al systems are rapidly becoming part of everyday life, from
healthcare to autonomous driving to job hiring. But when
things go wrong, who is really in charge? Human oversight
is supposed to keep Al in check, yet we do not have clear
answers on what effective oversight means, how to design for
it, scale it up, or make it meaningful. Poorly designed oversight
can create illusions of safety while obscuring responsibility,
whereas well-designed approaches can empower humans to
identify critical moments and act effectively.

In this workshop on human oversight of Al systems, we
invite contributions from anyone interested in the design, eval-
uation, or governance of oversight practices in Al systems. We
request submissions via the linked Google Form, which so-
licits participants’ understanding of oversight, perspectives
on what should and should not be an “oversight” task, and
examples of poor and effective oversight that they can speak
to. Answers to these questions will guide our program to be
suited to our shared understanding of human oversight. We
particularly encourage submissions from participants from di-
verse disciplines to enable rich interdisciplinary conversations
on this topic.

3 Pre-Workshop Plans

We will advertise the workshop in research mailing lists and
via social media. The promotional materials will include links
to our workshop website. Prospective participants will be in-
vited to complete a short survey designed to capture their ex-
periences and opinions on specific instances of oversight. This
will provide valuable data in the form of expert perspectives
on a variety of oversight contexts, and will directly inform
and shape the design of our planned workshop activities.
The organizing committee will review and select submis-
sions in a manner that captures a wide range of perspectives
on oversight of Al prioritizing interdisciplinarity and submis-
sions that describe unique contexts of oversight. Two weeks
before the workshop begins, the organizers will meet to select
a subset of submissions; we will invite their authors to provide
lightning talks on the examples of oversight they submitted
(ideally ~10 examples), selecting from the remaining set of
submissions and authors if anyone declines. We expect 50 par-
ticipants to enable groups of 5 for discussing each of the 10
oversight examples solicited before the workshop for lightning

talks.

4 Workshop Structure and Activities

The workshop is planned as two 90-minute sessions with a
break in between. Table 1 outlines the key activities.

Session 1 will begin with brief opening remarks to align par-
ticipants with the workshop goals (with a focus on defining
oversight of Al systems as a boundary object to connect di-
verse disciplines), and introduce the workshop activities and
the organizers. This will be followed by a series of lightning
talks that occupy the remainder of this session. These light-
ning talks will be pre-selected based on workshop participants’
submissions to our call. Our goal is to have around 10 diverse
oversight examples discussed in these lightning talks. Partici-
pants will have access to a shared virtual whiteboard where
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they may take notes and express their opinions on the var-
ious contexts of oversight described in the lightning talks.
We will evaluate several virtual whiteboard applications for
accessibility prior to adoption.

During the break between the two sessions, the organizers
will review notes taken on the virtual whiteboard to identify
themes related to the difficulties of oversight and frame them
as design challenges for Session 2.

Session 2 will begin with instructions and group formation
for the following activities. There will be a group associated
with each of the lightning talks to provide a variety of over-
sight contexts. At least one organizer will be present in each
group. Once all groups are formed, the design activity will
start, where each group will select a design challenge to tackle
as it intersects with their group’s oversight context. The goal
of the activity is to produce an artifact such as a storyboard,
low-fidelity prototype, or Wizard of Oz script, that represents
the group’s design for effective oversight in the context as-
signed to the group. Next, there will be a red-teaming jigsaw
activity involving design critique, where groups view the arti-
facts of other groups and try to find failure modes, biases, and
unintended consequences of their designs. The organizers will
not shift groups and instead will stay to help explain the de-
signs. Afterward, groups will return to their designs to debrief
and brainstorm how to address the issues brought up during
the red-teaming activity. We will conclude the session with
closing remarks that remind participants where the outcomes
of the workshop can be found and encourage them to pursue
ideas and collaborations that began during the workshop.

After the workshop, we will asynchronously distribute the
emails of consenting attendees if they wish to stay in touch.
In the weeks following the workshop, we will synthesize the
outcomes of the activities into general guidelines for human
oversight of Al systems, including open challenges and re-
search gaps identified by participants. We will describe these
guidelines and challenges in a blog post on the workshop website,
which will also include images of the artifacts that participants
produce. Once we publish the blog post, we will share it with
all of our participants. To increase visibility, we will organize
the contents into an ACM Interactions submission on oversight
problems, which we will also share with participants and the
larger research communities.

5 Accessibility

We will use the survey from our call for participation to an-
ticipate accessibility needs by including questions about ac-
cessibility. Based on the responses, we will work closely with
the conference organizers to ensure that all required support,
resources, and accommodations are in place to meet those
accessibility needs. Additionally, when designing our work-
shop website, we will make sure that it complies with W3C
Accessibility Standards. 2

https://www.w3.0rg/WAI/standards-guidelines/
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6 Organizers

The following workshop organizers span different continents
and cultural backgrounds, represent complementary disci-
plinary expertise, are at varying stages of their careers, and
correspond to a diverse set of perspectives on human oversight
of Al systems.

Malik Khadar is a PhD student at the University of Minnesota
in the GroupLens Research Lab. His work centers on the ex-
ploration of design paradigms to promote appropriate reliance
on Al tools. He is particularly interested in how motivation
and data literacy factor into the use of such tools. He sees the
workshop as an opportunity to connect with and contribute
to the CHI community.

Julia Cecil is PhD student at the LMU Munich with a back-
ground in psychology. Her research investigates psychological
factors in human-AlI interaction, with a particular focus on
high-stakes domains such as healthcare and personnel selec-
tion. She is especially interested in how cognitive, motiva-
tional, and affective processes shape human-AlI interaction.
She sees the workshop as an opportunity to foster interdisci-
plinary exchange.

Leon van der Neut is a PhD student in the Web Information
Systems group at Delft University of Technology. He works
on the Al value-alignment problem from the perspective of
professional practice in the Dutch Government. He graduated
from public administration and philosophy of science and
technology on the topic of responsible practice when using
ML models in executive government. He sees this workshop
as a valuable means to connecting with and learning from the
CHI community.

Nikola Banovic is an Associate Professor of Computer Sci-
ence and Engineering at the University of Michigan and an
Associate Director of the Michigan Institute for Data & Al
in Society (MIDAS). His research focuses on the design and
evaluation of explanation mechanisms that help end-users
critically reflect on what Al-based systems can and cannot do,
and when such systems can be useful; this in turn could help
end-users scrutinize such systems in a way that allows them
to contest adverse Al decisions and appeal negative outcomes
of such decisions. Nikola’s work on Explainable AI has been
recognized with an NSF CAREER award. Nikola co-organized
workshops at the intersection of HCI and Al at CHI 2019 and
TUI 2020, and served as a CHI 2025 Workshops co-Chair.

Kevin Baum is a philosopher and computer scientist, cur-
rently Senior Researcher and research group leader at the
German Research Center for Artificial Intelligence (DFKI) in
Saarbriicken, where he co-heads the Center for European Re-
search in Trusted AI (CERTAIN) and leads the research group
Responsible Al and Machine Ethics (RAIME). His research
focuses on the ethics and governance of Al, with particular
emphasis on the preconditions, operationalizations, benefits,
and risks of human oversight, reason-based approaches to ma-
chine ethics and Al alignment, as well as trustworthiness as-
sessments and responsible decision-making under normative
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Planned Workshop Schedule

Time Activity (details in text)
Before the workshop
Invite participants to give lightning talks

First session of workshop
0:00-0:15 Opening remarks
0:15-1:30 Lightning talks

Second session of workshop

0:00-0:15 Instructions and Grouping
0:15-0:40 Design activity
0:40-1:10 Jigsaw activity
1:10-1:25 Groups debrief and brainstorm
1:25-1:30 Closing remarks

After the workshop

Distribute emails, create community mailing list

Publish and share blogpost through mailing lists and social media

Publish and share ACM Interactions article

Table 1: Workshop schedule including two 90-minute sessions with a break in between. Note that the 0:00 in the Time
column indicates the start of the associated workshop session.

uncertainty. He has co-organized a recurring interdisciplinary
track on responsible and trusted Al fostering dialogue across
philosophy, computer science, law, and related fields. He sees
this workshop as an opportunity to connect with and learn
from the CHI community.

Stevie Chancellor is an Assistant Professor in Computer Sci-
ence & Engineering at the University of Minnesota - Twin
Cities. She studies building human-centered artificial intelli-
gence for mental health in two areas: Al-driven social media
and generative Al Her interest in oversight relates to inter-
sectional areas with mental health and AI - cognition and
decision-making; governance and content moderation; and
Al safety in public-use settings. She has organized numerous
workshops at CHI, CSCW, and ICWSM, and served as the 2023
CSCW Workshops Co-Chair.

Enrico Costanza is Professor of Human-Computer Interac-
tion at University College London (UCL), and deputy director
of the UCL Interaction Centre (UCLIC). His research is fo-
cussed on helping people make sense of data and on interaction
with Al and autonomous systems. He is driven by the societal
importance of a problem-focused research agenda: most of
his work addresses applications related to energy and envi-
ronmental sustainability, and more recently to digital health.
Enrico has co-organized workshops on human interaction
with autonomous systems at CHI and Ubicomp.

Motahhare Eslami is an Assistant Professor at the School
of Computer Science, Human-Computer Interaction Institute,

and Software and Societal Systems Department, at Carnegie
Mellon University. Motahhare’s research goal is to investi-
gate the existing accountability challenges in Al systems and
utilize methods such as Al auditing to empower the users of
algorithmic systems to make transparent, fair, and informed
decisions in interaction with Al systems. Motahhare has been
named one of the 100 Brilliant Women in AI Ethics. She has co-
organized several workshops on the topic of human-centered
AT and human oversight of Al systems including two rounds
of workshops at CHI, a CSCW workshop and a SIG, a FAccT
CRAFT panel, and an HCOMP workshop.

Anna Maria Feit is an Assistant Professor in Computer Sci-
ence at Saarland University. She leads the computational inter-
action group where she and her team work on computational
methods for UI optimization and adaptation, which is fun-
damentally based on the empirical understanding of user’s
interactive behavior in different contexts and the operational-
ization of this empirical knowledge. As such, she is particularly
interested to explore how intelligent user interfaces can opti-
mally support human oversight of Al systems. Anna is also a
PIin the center for perspicuous computing (CPEC) which stud-
ies human oversight of cyberphysical- and software systems
from an interdisciplinary perspective, spanning HCI, formal
methods, Al psychology, ethics, and law.

Susanne Gaube is an Assistant Professor in Human Factors in
Healthcare at University College London (UCL), United King-
dom. Her research focuses on understanding and improving
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the interaction between humans and Al systems in health-
care. She investigates how Al-enabled clinical decision support
systems shape decision-making processes and how to foster
effective human-AI collaboration. More broadly, her work
explores how technology can be designed and implemented to
ensure safe use and meet the needs of healthcare professionals
and patients. Susanne has co-organized several workshops,
symposiums, and panel discussions on user-centered imple-
mentation requirements for Al systems in healthcare (e.g., at
RSNA, GIANT Health, and DGPs).

Ujwal Gadiraju is an Associate Professor in the Faculty of
Electrical Engineering, Mathematics and Computer Science
at Delft University of Technology, Netherlands. He focuses
on advancing human-centered Al through innovative compu-
tational techniques and systems that enhance human expe-
riences, align Al systems with human values, promote inclu-
sivity, and foster appropriate human reliance on Al systems.
Ujwal has co-led several workshops at the intersection of HCI
and Al, including at conferences such as CHI, CSCW, IUI,
HCOMP, and UMAP.

Harmanpreet Kaur is an Assistant Professor in the Depart-
ment of Computer Science and Engineering at the University
of Minnesota. Her research areas are human-centered Al, ex-
plainability and interpretability, and hybrid intelligence sys-
tems. She studies these areas in a variety of domains (e.g.,
exploratory data analysis, workplace wellbeing, knowledge
search and sensemaking), applying methods towards both crit-
ically evaluating existing systems on meeting their intended
user goals, and designing new human-centered systems. She
has organized and participated in several events (e.g., work-
shops, panels, consortia) on these topics of human-centered
Al at conferences such as CHI, CSCW, IUI, HCOMP, FAccT,
and KDD.
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