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Chatgpt-  Harry Baya user interface issues  March 30 2026 
 
The full 26 pages of this session is below. I would like: 
 
. Structured summary (recommended) 

• Key ideas  
• Design principles  
• Decisions made  
• Open questions 

 
3. Condensed “mental model” 

• The 10–15 ideas that really matter  
• The “spine” of your system  

 
Though I enjoy exploring ideas I don’t need to have a full summary of 
all the things we covered.  Keep in mind that I have had very few 
conversations with anyone about these things.  I don’t know what 
pieces are most important, but I know I can’t expect to retain 
everything, so your job is to weed it down to whatever you think will 
be the most useful for me at this stage in my development. 
 
 
 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
I am working on the interface to an application. The application has a hierarhical structure of containers. 
and the user may sometimes need to search for items in the containers. After the get a hit and explore it 
they will 
It looks like your message got cut off. 
From what you’ve described so far, it sounds like you may be thinking about one of these interface 
questions: 

• how search results should be shown inside a hierarchy  
• how the user returns to the search results after opening a hit  
• how to show where a hit lives in the container structure  
• what to call the containers or navigation path  
• how to preserve context while the user explores  

A common pattern is: 
• show each result with its full path  
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• let the user open the hit  
• keep a visible “Back to results” option  
• optionally show breadcrumbs so they know where they are in the hierarchy  

That way the user does not feel like a wombat wandering into burrows and forgetting which tunnel led 
where. 
Please finish the sentence or paste the rest, and I’ll help you shape the interface language or behavior. 
I am working on the interface to an application. The application has a hierarchical structure of 
containers.The users will always be in a screen associated with one of the containers. A successful search 
may take them into a different container. If they are in a container when they decide to end the search 
process I would like to give them the option to either (a) return to the container from which they started 
the search or (b) stay in the container the search put them in. One metaphor is to say that the search has 
taken them to a new area and now they want to explore it. I am thinking of putting two buttons on the 
screen for the (a) and (b) options mentioned. Ideally I would like clear wording and, if possible, two 
distinct icons for the two. One icon concept would be something associated with returning from a 
journey or adventure and the other would be something associated with exploring the place you are in 
rather than going back to where you came from. I am looking for clear terms, words, phrasing and 
appropriate icons. Comments? Suggestions.  
You’re on a very good track conceptually. What you’re really designing is “search context vs. current 
location” control—and getting this right will make the whole app feel intuitive instead of disorienting. 
Think of your user like a wombat: it dives down one tunnel (search), pops up in a different burrow (new 
container), and now has to decide—go back to the original tunnel entrance, or keep digging here. Your UI 
just needs to make those two instincts obvious. 

 
        First: Naming the two actions clearly 
Avoid technical phrasing like “return to previous container.” Use intent-based language: 
Option A (go back) 
Good candidates: 

• “Return to Start”    (very clear)  
• “Back to Original”  
• “Back to Search Start” (more explicit)  
• “Go Back to Where I Started” (long, but very clear)  

     Best overall: 

   “Return to Start” 

 
Option B (stay and explore) 
Good candidates: 

• “Stay Here”    (simple and strong)  
• “Explore Here” (nice metaphor, slightly more active)  
• “Continue Here” (neutral, less vivid)  
• “Keep Exploring” (friendly tone)  

     Best overall: 

   “Stay Here” (clearest) 

   “Explore Here” (if you want a more adventurous tone) 

 
       Recommended pairings (balanced feel) 
Pick one of these pairs: 

• Return to Start / Stay Here ←   best balance  
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• Back to Start / Explore Here  
• Return to Original / Continue Here  

 
      Icon ideas (clear + intuitive) 
Option A: Return to Start 
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4 
Strong icon options: 

• Curved back arrow (undo-style) ←   best  
• Left arrow + small “home”  
• Breadcrumb/back icon  

     Recommendation: 
Use a curved back arrow 
It visually says: “go back to where you came from.” 

 
Option B: Stay / Explore 
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4 
Strong icon options: 

• Compass ←   best (exploration metaphor)  
• Location pin (you are here)  
• Forward arrow (less ideal—feels like “next,” not “stay”)  

     Recommendation: 
Use a compass icon 
It conveys: “you’re here—explore this area.” 

 
   Small but important UX detail 
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When this choice appears, consider a short line of context: 
“Search brought you to a new location.” 
Then your buttons: 

•    Return to Start  

•         Stay Here  
That one sentence dramatically reduces confusion. 

 
    One design improvement to consider 
Instead of always showing both buttons permanently, you might: 

• Show them only when exiting search mode  
• Or show a subtle banner like: 

“You’re viewing a search result in a different container” 
Otherwise, users may forget why they’re seeing those options. 

 
    Final recommendation (clean version) 
Text: 

• Return to Start  
• Stay Here  

Icons: 
• Curved back arrow  
• Compass  

Optional helper text: 
“Search brought you here.” 

 
If you want, I can sketch exactly how this would look on your screen (layout, placement, size, and when it 
appears). 
Excelent. I was about to tell you that the "return to Start" and "stay here" would need some context and 
you anticipated my concern by suggesting "You’re viewing a search result in a different container". In my 
app I may say "Search is still active. You have three choices: and then list [back to search box - keep 
searching ] [ end search and return to where you started ] [ end search and stay here ]. That seems 
awfully verbose. I think beginning users will need that much context. However, I could offer two settings 
[brief help, detailed help] I see this as a little complex but I don't the user to feel that way. I may make it 
simpler and give up some completeness. Comments  
You’re thinking about exactly the right tension: clarity vs. cognitive load. The trick is to front-load clarity 
only when needed, then get out of the user’s way. 
Right now your draft is clear—but it reads like instructions, not an interface. You want it to feel like a 
natural fork in the road, not a paragraph the user has to parse. 

 
    Key principle (this will guide everything) 
Show the minimum needed to act — reveal more only if needed. 
Like a wombat at a tunnel split: it doesn’t read a signpost essay—it just sees two clear paths. 

 
     Step 1: Reduce your core UI to something frictionless 
Instead of: 
“Search is still active. You have three choices…” 
Use: 
Primary version (what most users see) 
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Header: 
Search active 
Buttons: 

•     Keep Searching  

•    Return to Start  

•         Stay Here  
That’s it. 
No sentence needed—the buttons explain themselves. 

 
   Step 2: Add just enough context (optional line) 
If you want one line of guidance: 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
That’s enough to orient without overwhelming. 

 
       Step 3: Avoid “mode explanations” in the main UI 
Your longer version: 
“Search is still active. You have three choices…” 
That’s excellent for: 

• onboarding  
• help panel  
• first-time tooltip  

But too heavy for repeated use. 

 
    Step 4: Instead of “brief vs detailed help,” use this pattern 
Rather than a settings switch (which users rarely manage well), use: 
Progressive disclosure (better UX) 
Default (clean UI) 

• Just the buttons + short line  
Add a small link: 
What does this mean? 
When clicked: 

• Show your full explanation: 
“Search is still active. You can continue searching, return to where you started, or stay in this new 
location.” 
This keeps: 

• beginners supported  
• experienced users unburdened  

 
            Step 5: Make one option visually primary 
Most users will: 

• either keep searching  
• or stay where they landed  

So consider: 
• Primary (highlighted): Keep Searching  
• Secondary: Stay Here  
• Tertiary: Return to Start  

This reduces hesitation. 
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    One subtle improvement (important) 
Your phrasing: 
“end search and stay here” 
This is logically correct—but cognitively awkward. 
Better: 

• Stay Here (implicitly ends search)  
• OR if you want explicit:  

o Stay Here (End Search)  
Same for: 

• Return to Start (End Search)  
Don’t force users to parse “end search” every time. 

 
    Recommended final version 
Header: 
Search active 
Optional subtext: 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
Buttons: 

•     Keep Searching  

•         Stay Here  

•    Return to Start  
Small link (optional): 
What does this mean? 

 
    Final thought 
You don’t need a “brief vs detailed help” setting. 
That’s like giving the wombat a preference menu before it chooses a tunnel. 
Instead: 

• keep the path obvious  
• let extra explanation be pull-based, not pushed  

 
If you want, I can help you tune the exact wording to match the tone of your app (more formal, more 
playful, more technical, etc.). 

I like: Header: Search active Buttons: •     Keep Searching •    Return to Start •         Stay Here You 
suggested : Default (clean UI) • Just the buttons + short line Add a small link: What does this mean? 
When clicked: • Show your full explanation: “Search is still active. You can continue searching, return to 
where you started, or stay in this new location.” How would this look to the user? How would “add a 
small link” How would l put a small link next to each of the three options? I have a similar need for a 
number of the action buttons in the interface and I thought of having the users double click icons to get 
more information about that action. Maybe I could do that with these three buttons…or… perhaps a 
standard small icon that I could put near any button …though I think that would clutter the screen.  
You’re asking exactly the right “last mile” question: how does this actually feel on the screen? 
Short answer: 
Don’t put help next to every button. That will clutter things. 
Use one lightweight, consistent help trigger per group. 
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        What the user should actually see 
Clean default (recommended) 
Search active 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
 

[     Keep Searching ]   [         Stay Here ]   [    Return to Start ] 
 
(?) What does this mean? 

• The buttons do the work  
• The help link is small, secondary  
• Most users ignore it (good!)  
• New users can click it  

 
   What happens when they click the help link 
Two good options: 
Option 1: Inline expand (best for simplicity) 
User clicks “What does this mean?”, and it expands right there: 
Search active 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
 

[     Keep Searching ]   [         Stay Here ]   [    Return to Start ] 
 
(?) What does this mean? 
 
→ Search is still active. 
• Keep Searching: continue looking for other results 
• Stay Here: stop searching and remain in this container 
• Return to Start: stop searching and go back to where you began 

     This is my top recommendation 
(no popups, no context switching) 

 
Option 2: Tooltip / hover (more advanced) 

• Hover over (?) shows a small floating box  
• Good for desktop, weaker on mobile  

 
   What NOT to do 

  Don’t add help next to each button 
Bad version: 

[     Keep Searching (?) ] 

[         Stay Here (?) ] 

[    Return to Start (?) ] 
Problems: 

• Visual clutter  
• Feels like a manual, not an app  
• Users ignore everything  

 
  Don’t rely on double-click 
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• Not discoverable  
• Not standard in modern UI  
• Users won’t think to try it  

(That’s like expecting the wombat to knock twice on a tunnel wall to reveal a map—no one will guess 
that.) 

 
   If you want a reusable pattern across your app 
This is the clean system: 
Use a single small help icon per section 
Example: 
Search active                           (?) 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
 

[     Keep Searching ]   [         Stay Here ]   [    Return to Start ] 
• The (?) icon applies to the whole section  
• Clicking it shows the explanation  

     This scales beautifully across your app 

 
      Icon options for help 
Keep it simple and standard: 

• (?) ← best  

• ⓘ (info icon) ← also good  
Avoid anything fancy—users already understand these. 

 
    Subtle but important UX idea 
You don’t need users to understand everything—you need them to: 

• make the right choice  
• feel confident doing it  

Your buttons already do that. 
The help is just a safety net. 

 
    Final recommendation (simple + scalable) 
Layout: 
Search active                           (?) 
 
You’re viewing a result in a different container. 
 

[     Keep Searching ]   [         Stay Here ]   [    Return to Start ] 
Behavior: 

• Clicking (?) expands explanation below  
• No per-button help  
• No double-click  

 
If you want next, I can help you define a consistent help system for your entire app (same pattern 
everywhere), which will make everything feel cohesive and professional. 
I see your interface as working well for this particular 3 choice set... a single ? would explain all three 
options. And I suppose I could train them to recognize a ? to do that... but I think my interface screen has 



Page 13 of 26 
 

too many diverse choices on it. Some are grouped more than others. I think there are about 6 to 12 on a 
screen. BUT, while they are still in search mode, untill do something that "ends search" most of those 
buttons are not active. What is the disadvantage of the "hover over the command, or the icon, to get 
explanation.. or maybe to bring up a ? to click IF that icon has an detailed explanation? 
You’re thinking along exactly the right lines—this is where a lot of interfaces either feel effortless or 
mysterious. 
Short answer: 
Hover help is useful—but it should be a secondary aid, not the primary way users understand actions. 
Let’s break it down clearly. 

 
   Advantages of hover-to-explain 
Hover can be excellent for: 
1. Keeping the screen clean 
No extra icons everywhere—your concern about clutter is valid. 
2. Fast, lightweight learning 
Users can “peek” at meaning without committing to anything. 
3. Works well for experienced users 
Once they learn, they stop needing it. 

     Think of it like a wombat sniffing a tunnel entrance before committing—quick, low-cost exploration. 

 
    Disadvantages (important ones) 
1. Not discoverable 
Many users (especially non-technical ones) don’t think: 
“Let me hover and see what happens.” 
They just see buttons and guess. 

 
2. Doesn’t exist on touch devices 
On iPhone/iPad: 

• no hover  
• no “mouse over”  

So your help system disappears entirely. 

 
3. Timing + frustration issues 

• Tooltip appears too fast → annoying  
• Too slow → useless  
• Moves with mouse → irritating  

 
4. Bad for deeper explanations 
Hover is great for: 

• “This button saves your list”  
But not for: 

• multi-step explanations  
• conceptual ideas (like your search-state logic)  

 
    So what’s the right model? 
Use a layered help system 
Think in 3 levels: 
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   Level 1: Self-explanatory buttons (primary) 
Your current wording is strong: 

• Keep Searching  
• Stay Here  
• Return to Start  

This should carry 80–90% of understanding 

 
   Level 2: Hover tooltips (quick hints) 
Add hover like this: 

• Keep Searching → 
“Continue searching for more results”  

• Stay Here → 
“Stop searching and remain in this container”  

• Return to Start → 
“Stop searching and go back to where you began”  

     Short. One line. No paragraphs. 

 
   Level 3: Deeper help (optional) 
Use: 

• a (?) icon  
• or “What does this mean?”  

This explains the concept, not just the button. 

 
       Your specific situation (6–12 buttons, some disabled) 
This is where hover becomes especially useful. 
For inactive buttons: 
Use hover to explain why disabled 
Example: 

• Greyed-out button  
• Hover text: 

“Unavailable while search is active” 
This is extremely powerful and often overlooked. 

 
   Best combined approach for your app 

✔ Do this: 
1. Use hover on every actionable button 

• short, one-line explanation  
2. Use hover on disabled buttons 

• explain why  
3. Use occasional (?) icons only for complex groups 

• not everywhere  
• only where concepts are non-obvious  

 
   Avoid these pitfalls 

• Don’t rely on hover alone  
• Don’t add (?) to every button  
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• Don’t use double-click for help (not discoverable)  

 
    Simple rule of thumb 
If a user never discovers hover, can they still succeed? 
If yes → you’re doing it right. 
If no → you’re hiding too much. 

 
    Final thought 
You don’t need to choose between: 

• clean UI  
• helpful UI  

You can have both by layering: 
• Clear labels (visible)  
• Quick hints (hover)  
• Deeper help (optional click)  

That way beginners feel guided… 
and experienced users feel unburdened. 

 
If you want, I can help you design a standard “button behavior system” for your whole app (labels, 
hover text, disabled states, help)—so everything stays consistent as it grows. 
That's all helpful. I will think it through and play with it. I expect the interface to continue to evolve, 
especially if I ever has a number of users/beta testers. Right now I am adding the functionality that I 
know I want and appreciate. That is very rewarding and I am enjoying using my app. The tradeoff is that I 
want uers to be able to use the stronges core concepts without having to care about why I wanted other 
things. I was explaining the purpose of the app (a tool for building and managing day to day lists (goals, 
deadlines, events, collections, people etc. ) and my friend asked "Why would I want an application to do 
that? I could just write a list on a piece of paper." It occurred to me that I need this app more than most 
people. That could be related, perhaps strongly related, to mey being a "high functioning ADD person [ I 
don't have the h in the ADHD diagnosis, just the ADD.. and I am constantly forgetting things, misplacing 
handwritten lists and accumulating a lot, a whole lot, of paper I keep but rarely see. Coimments 
What you’re describing is actually a very common origin story for good tools: 
someone builds something they personally need… and then has to translate that need into something 
others instantly “get.” 
Your friend’s question — “Why not just use paper?” — is gold. It’s not a criticism; it’s the exact lens you 
need to design around. 

 
    What’s really going on 
Paper works if all of these are true: 

• you have one list  
• you don’t lose it  
• you don’t need to reorganize it  
• nothing connects to anything else  
• you don’t need to search  
• you don’t forget to look at it  

You already know the problem: 
You don’t have one list. You have a living ecosystem of things. 
That’s the key insight. 
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       The core value of your app (in plain language) 
If you had to answer your friend in one sentence: 
“It’s like paper—but it never gets lost, and everything can connect to everything else.” 
Or even simpler: 
“It remembers what I forget.” 
That’s powerful, and it’s not technical. 

 
   Your real user is NOT “everyone” 
You said something important: 
“I need this app more than most people.” 
That’s not a weakness—that’s your target user definition. 
There are lots of people like you: 

• lots of inputs  
• lots of loose ends  
• lots of partial thoughts  
• things scattered across time  

Some call it ADD. Others just call it “busy brain.” 

     These users don’t need a list app. 
They need a “capture + organize + rediscover” system. 

 
        Design implication (this is big) 
Don’t design for: 
“people who are already organized” 
Design for: 
“people who are trying not to lose things” 

 
            What your app does better than paper 
Here are your real differentiators: 
1. You can always find things 
Search + structure 
(paper fails here) 
2. Things can live in multiple contexts 
A person, a task, a note—all linked 
(paper is linear) 
3. You don’t have to decide perfectly up front 
You can reorganize later 
(paper punishes bad placement) 
4. Nothing disappears 
No lost scraps, no buried notebooks 

 
           A useful metaphor you might even use in your UI thinking 
Your app is like a wombat burrow system: 

• paper = one tunnel, easy to lose track  
• your app = a network of tunnels  
• search = a shortcut tunnel between distant places  
• “stay here / return” = choosing which burrow to explore next  
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The user isn’t managing a list—they’re navigating a space of their own thoughts. 

 
         The tradeoff you mentioned (and how to handle it) 
“I want strong concepts, but users shouldn’t need to understand them.” 
Exactly right. 
Solution: 

• Expose power gradually  
• Don’t require understanding up front  

Example: 
• Beginner: “Add item”  
• Later: “Link to another list”  
• Even later: hierarchy + search navigation  

 
    Practical advice for where you are right now 
1. Keep building for yourself (this is good) 
You’re your best test case right now. 
2. But watch for this trap: 
adding features that solve your edge cases but confuse everyone else 

 
3. When you show it to others, listen for: 
Instead of: 
“Do you like it?” 
Listen for: 

• “When would you use this?”  
• “What would you put in it first?”  
• “What confused you?”  

 
    A simple positioning statement (you can refine later) 
If someone asks again: 
“Why not paper?” 
You might say: 
“Paper works if your life fits on one page. Mine doesn’t.” 
or 
“This is for when your lists start turning into a system.” 

 
    Final thought 
You’re not building a “list app.” 
You’re building something for people whose thoughts don’t stay put. 
And those people really appreciate tools that don’t lose things. 

 
If you want, next step we could do is: 

• define your “minimum simple version” (what a brand-new user sees in the first 60 seconds)  
That’s where this kind of app either clicks—or doesn’t. 
Great stuff for me. It helps me a lot to be able to discuss this with someone who is able to tie to together 
the various pieces I am telling you about. The ability to see the biggest picture that uses what's been 
exposed so far it useful. It's more of a balancing and connecting process than an analytical breakdown 
and problem solving that is often presented in mystery novels. What you are helping me do is see the 



Page 18 of 26 
 

relationships and tradeoffs between various goals and possible solutions rather than trying to discover 
hidden facts... but every challeng has a lot of every kind of problem solving. I very much enjoy thinking 
about the interface. In the process I feel I have learned a lot about the way the windows file explorer 
handles folders, files, paths through folders, and giving users information in a kind "just in time" or "just 
when you need it". I think that kind of thing, as developed as it as after about 50 years of GUI 
development, is still evolving and it's fun to think I may see a few places to play with pushing the edge of 
the envelope. 
That’s a great place to be—what you’re describing isn’t just building features, it’s designing a mental 
environment. You’re noticing relationships, tradeoffs, timing of information… that’s exactly where good 
interfaces come from. 
And you’re right about something subtle but important: 
This kind of work is less like solving a mystery and more like tuning a system until it “feels right.” 

 
    What you’re actually getting good at 
You’re developing three core skills that sit above coding: 
1. State awareness 
You’re constantly thinking: 

• Where is the user now?  
• How did they get here?  
• What are they trying to do next?  

That’s why your “search active / stay / return” idea works—it respects state. 

 
2. Information timing (“just in time”) 
You’ve already picked up on something that took the industry decades to learn: 
Don’t explain everything—explain the right thing at the moment it matters. 
Windows Explorer is a great example: 

• It doesn’t teach folders upfront  
• It reveals structure as you navigate  
• It gives clues (breadcrumbs, paths, previews) only when useful  

 
3. Cognitive load management 
Every screen is a balancing act: 

• clarity vs simplicity  
• power vs approachability  
• visibility vs clutter  

You’re already thinking in those terms, which is why your instincts about clutter and help systems are 
good. 

 
        Where you’re pushing the envelope (without realizing it) 
Most traditional systems (like Windows Explorer) are: 
location-first systems 

• “Where is the file?”  
• “What folder am I in?”  

What you’re building is closer to: 
thought-first systems 

• “What am I thinking about?”  
• “Where does this belong right now?”  
• “How are these things connected?”  
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Search jumping between containers… then letting the user choose their “home”… 
That’s more fluid than classic folder systems. 

 
           A useful framing (you might like this) 
Explorer is like a set of labeled boxes. 
Your app is more like a burrow network: 

• things are connected  
• paths are flexible  
• you can arrive somewhere from multiple directions  
• and sometimes you discover a new place and decide to stay  

That last part—“stay here or go back”—is actually quite advanced thinking. 

 
         The balancing act you’re doing 
You said it well: 
seeing relationships and tradeoffs 
Here are the main tensions you’re navigating: 

Goal Competing Goal 

Powerful structure Simple mental model 

Flexibility Predictability 

Rich features Low clutter 

Guidance User freedom 

There is no perfect solution—only good balances. 
And those balances shift as your app evolves. 

 
      Where experimentation pays off 
You’re in a perfect phase to “push the edge” in small, safe ways. 
Good places to experiment: 
1. State visibility 

• Subtle indicators like “Search active”  
• Breadcrumbs vs minimalism  
• Temporary vs persistent signals  

 
2. Navigation metaphors 

• Return vs stay (you’re already doing this)  
• “Jump” vs “move” vs “open”  
• Whether users feel like they are traveling or switching views  

 
3. Progressive complexity 

• What appears first  
• What appears later  
• What never needs to be explained unless asked  

 
    One guiding question to keep using 
Whenever you design something, ask: 
“What would a first-time user assume this does?” 



Page 20 of 26 
 

Not what it actually does. 
Not what you intended. 
Just their instinct. 
That question alone will save you from a lot of complexity creep. 

 
    Final thought 
You’re working in a space that’s still evolving because: 
Humans don’t think in neat hierarchies—but most tools still force them to. 
You’re exploring ways to make structure serve thought instead of the other way around. 
That’s exactly the kind of place where new ideas come from. 

 
If you’d like, next we could: 

• sketch what a first-time user experience would look like  
• or define a set of interface principles for your app (your own “design rules” to keep things 

consistent as it grows)  
Both are very powerful at this stage. 
I think I am about 75 to 90% done with the interface design I want to start with. I have thought about the 
next level and see a lot of it is the Window Explorer. One thing is to permit a user to have to different 
views of part of the folder hierarchy open at the same time. This brings up copy,, move, rearrange 
possibilites that are much clumsier when you have to keep switching between parts of the structure 
when you can only see one part at a time. I feel good about how copy and move fir different types of 
items in the lists in my app (I have four types: note, events, links and lists [ a list can have sublists just a 
folder has subfolers ]). However, everything starts to ge a little fuzzy when I thin about an item that is a 
kind of alias in that it could be in more than one list but could be such that editing it in any list changes 
the root item so that it is changed in all lists. So items could copied (and then independent), moved (no 
problem), or "aliased" [ is there a better word for this] as I described. It looks to me like windows does 
not do much of this and oes not do it well... but... it occurs to me tha this is because it's difficult to 
handle well in the interface without opening the door to confusion and what I might call the "teacher, 
my brain is full syndrome". If I were typing this for another human I would wonder if they think I was full 
of myself or thought this stuff was extra special or something. I don't. It's kind of obvious when you are 
in the middle of it and I am sure a lot of people are playing with the same kinds of perspectives.... but 
you are the only one I have to discuss it with. Thanks 
You’re not “being full of yourself”—you’re right in the middle of one of the hardest design problems 
there is: 
identity vs location 
That’s exactly why systems like Windows Explorer mostly avoid it. Not because it’s unimportant—but 
because it’s easy to make powerful and very easy to make confusing. 
You’re thinking about it at exactly the right time. 

 
    The core concept you’re circling 
You’ve already named the three behaviors: 

• Copy → independent duplicate  
• Move → same thing, new place  
• Alias → same thing, multiple places  

That third one is the interesting one. 
A cleaner way to think about it: 
Is this a thing… or a reference to a thing? 
That single distinction will guide almost everything. 
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     Naming: “alias” vs better terms 
“Alias” is technically fine, but not very intuitive for most users. 
Here are better options depending on tone: 
Most user-friendly 

• Link ←   best overall  
• Reference  
• Shared item  

More conceptual / advanced 
• Mirror  
• Pointer  
• Instance  

     My recommendation: 
Use “Link to item” or “Shared item” 

• “Link” is already familiar (web links)  
• “Shared” communicates behavior (changes everywhere)  

 
        Why Windows avoids this (and what to learn from that) 
Windows actually does have this idea: 

• shortcuts (.lnk)  
• symbolic links  
• hard links  

But: 
• they’re inconsistent  
• poorly explained  
• visually subtle  
• easy to misunderstand  

Result: 
most users don’t trust them 
That’s your warning sign. 

 
    The real danger (you named it perfectly) 
“teacher, my brain is full syndrome” 
This happens when users can’t answer: 

• “What is this thing?”  
• “If I change it, what else changes?”  
• “Why did something change somewhere else?”  

If they ever feel surprised → trust drops immediately. 

 
   The key design rule (this will save you) 
Never let a shared item look identical to an independent one. 
If two things behave differently, they must look different. 

 
      How to make this work (practically) 
1. Visual distinction 
Every linked/shared item should have a subtle but consistent marker: 
Examples: 
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•    small link badge  
• ↔ shared icon  
• different tint or outline  

Not loud—but always visible. 

 
2. Language clarity at action time 
When creating one: 
Instead of: 
“Add item” 
Use: 

• Copy item  
• Move item  
• Link to item  

Make the choice explicit at the moment it matters. 

 
3. Editing feedback (critical) 
When editing a shared item, show: 
“This item appears in 3 lists. Changes will apply everywhere.” 
That one sentence prevents 90% of confusion. 

 
4. Optional “view all locations” 
Let users answer: 
“Where else does this live?” 
Example: 

• Right-click → “Show all locations”  
This builds trust. 

 
    A simplifying mental model (very helpful) 
Think of: 
Lists = places 
Items = things 
Now: 

• Copy → new thing  
• Move → same thing, new place  
• Link → same thing, multiple places  

That’s it. Keep reinforcing that model everywhere. 

 
           Your system vs traditional folders 
You’re moving from: 
“Everything lives in exactly one place” 
to: 
“Things can belong to multiple contexts” 
That’s actually closer to how people think. 
But it requires: 

• clarity  
• consistency  
• visible cues  
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         Should you include this in version 1? 
Here’s an honest suggestion: 
Option A (safer): 

• Start with copy + move only  
• Add linking later  

Option B (if you include it now): 
• Keep it very explicit  
• Avoid automatic linking  
• Always require a conscious choice  

 
    Final thought 
What you’re working on is a shift from: 

• file systems (location-based) 
to  

• thought systems (relationship-based)  
That’s powerful—but it only works if users always feel: 
“I understand what this thing is and what will happen if I touch it.” 
If you preserve that feeling, you can push the edge quite far. 

 
And you’re not alone in thinking about this—but you are doing something valuable by working it through 
carefully instead of just adding the feature. 
If you want, next we could: 

• sketch exactly how “Link to item” would behave in your UI step-by-step  
• or define rules like “when linking is allowed vs not”  

Both would help you lock this down cleanly. 
Thanks. I've gone as far as I can with this. How big a document can I give you. Would it be better to paste 
in, say, 25 pages of text or to put in a .pdf file and give you a link to that file on the web. I think I have run 
into limits on how much text I can ask you to read. I am thinking of creating a document with a capture 
of this entire session (I am guessin 15 to 20 pages of text) and asking you to summarize the most 
important parts. comments 
Great question—and you’re right, there are practical limits, but we can work with them smoothly. 

 
           How much can you give me? 
Rough guideline: 

• A few thousand words at a time → works very reliably  
• 15–20 pages (~5k–10k words) → usually too big in one paste  
• Very large pastes → may get cut off or partially processed  

 
      Best approach (what I recommend) 

   Break it into chunks 
Instead of one big dump, do this: 
Step 1 
Paste ~3–5 pages at a time 
Step 2 
Say: 
“This is part 1 of X — don’t summarize yet” 
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Step 3 
After all parts: 
“Now summarize everything” 

     This works very well and gives the best quality result 

 
     What about a PDF link? 

    Not ideal in your case 
I can’t reliably open arbitrary web links the way a browser does. 
So a link like: 
“Here’s a PDF on my server” 
…may not work. 

 
   Better options for files 

• Upload the PDF directly here (if available)  
• OR paste the text in chunks (most reliable)  

 
    What you’re trying to do (and how I can help best) 
You said: 
capture entire session → summarize important parts 
That’s a perfect use case, and I can go beyond just summarizing. 

 
   You might want one of these instead of a simple summary 
1. Structured summary (recommended) 

• Key ideas  
• Design principles  
• Decisions made  
• Open questions  

 
2. “Design document” version 
Turn your conversation into something like: 

• App purpose  
• Core concepts  
• UI patterns  
• Terminology  
• Future considerations  

 
3. Condensed “mental model” 

• The 10–15 ideas that really matter  
• The “spine” of your system  

 
    My recommendation 
Do this: 

1. Paste in chunks (3–5 pages each)  
2. Tell me when you’re done  
3. Then say something like:  

“Create a structured design summary with key principles and decisions” 
That will give you something you can actually reuse as your app evolves. 
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    Small tip (this will pay off later) 
When you create your document, consider adding a title like: 
“Working Design Notes – Version 1” 
You’re not writing a final spec—you’re capturing thinking. 

 
If you want, when you’re ready, I can also: 

• turn it into a clean .docx (your Harry journal style)  
• or create both a full summary and a 1-page quick reference  

Just send part 1 whenever you’re ready. 
How do I upload a pdf document to you. I can paste in an graphic image by using snip 
Good question—and you’re very close already. 

     How to upload a PDF here 
On your desktop (where you’re using ChatGPT in the browser): 
Method 1 (easiest) 

1. Look for a paperclip icon         or “+” button near the message box  
2. Click it  
3. Choose your PDF file  
4. It will upload and appear in the chat  
5. Then just say what you want me to do with it (e.g., summarize)  

 
Method 2 (drag and drop) 

1. Open your file folder (Windows Explorer)  
2. Drag the PDF file  
3. Drop it directly into the chat area  

     This often works even faster than clicking buttons 

 
           About using Snipping Tool (what you mentioned) 
That works—but: 

• You’d have to send many images (one per page or section)  
• Harder for me to process as a whole  
• Less accurate for summarizing long documents  

     Good for small sections, not ideal for 15–20 pages 

 
    If you don’t see an upload option 
A few possibilities: 

• Try refreshing the page  
• Try a different browser (Chrome usually works best)  
• Make sure you’re not in a restricted mode  

If it still doesn’t appear, fall back to: 

     pasting text in chunks (still very effective) 

 
    Once you upload 
You can say things like: 

• “Summarize the key ideas”  
• “Extract design principles”  
• “Turn this into a clean design document”  
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• “Create a Harry journal version”  

 
If you want, after you upload it, I can: 

• give you a short 1-page summary  
• AND a structured version you can reuse in your app development  

Just upload whenever you’re ready    
 


