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Abstract
Workplace negotiations are undermined by psychological barriers,
which can even derail well-prepared tactics. AI offers personalized
and always-available negotiation coaching, yet its effectiveness
for negotiation preparedness remains unclear. We built Trucey, a
prototype AI coach grounded in Brett’s negotiation model. We con-
ducted a between-subjects experiment (N=267), comparing Trucey,
ChatGPT, and a traditional negotiation Handbook, followed by in-
depth interviews (N=15). While Trucey showed the strongest reduc-
tions in fear relative to both comparison conditions, the Handbook
outperformed both AIs in usability and psychological empower-
ment. Interviews revealed that the Handbook’s comprehensive, re-
viewable content was crucial for participants’ confidence and pre-
paredness. In contrast, although participants valued AI’s rehearsal
capability, its guidance often felt verbose and fragmented—delivered
in bits and pieces that required additional effort—leaving them un-
certain or overwhelmed. These findings challenge assumptions of
AI superiority andmotivate hybrid designs that integrate structured,
theory-driven content with targeted rehearsal, clear boundaries,
and adaptive scaffolds to address psychological barriers and support
negotiation preparedness.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Empirical studies in HCI; •
Applied computing→ Psychology.

Keywords
workplace, AI chatbots, prompting, professional negotiations, con-
testability, LLMs, future of work, experimental design

1 Introduction
Workplace negotiations—such as requesting promotions, asserting
boundaries, or challenging authority—are recognized to be difficult
and emotionally fraught [13, 61]. Existing theory and practice have

largely emphasized on negotiation strategies and tactics, focusing
on structural, processual, and communicative components [7, 101].
However, upward negotiation is especially complex due to hier-
archical power imbalances, institutional norms that reinforce au-
thority structures, and workers’ concerns about retaliatory con-
sequences [27, 100]. Such concerns often extend to fears of being
negatively perceived within the workplace, damaging relationships,
or jeopardizing career prospects [98, 100]. These fears create psy-
chological barriers—increasing anxiety and reducing confidence—
that undermine negotiation outcomes regardless of strategy, often
leading to lowered expectations and premature withdrawal from
bargaining [18, 136].

Furthermore, these psychological barriers can undermine self-
efficacy and self-esteem, which in turn may not only lead to ne-
gotiation impasse, as well as but also affect a worker’s wellbeing,
satisfaction, and performance [104]. Addressing such psychological
barriers is therefore essential, as fear and low confidence often pre-
vent workers from effectively enacting their negotiation strategies,
making this challenge as critical as strategizing negotiation tactics.

Traditional negotiation coaching—whether through self-guided
videos and resources or in-person training—has been shown to im-
prove critical workplace outcomes such as promotions and salary
increases [7, 15]. Yet, these forms of coaching are typically static,
one-size-fits-all, and available only in scheduled sessions, limit-
ing access round-the-clock and personalized support that workers
may need. Further, these approaches primarily emphasize strate-
gies of negotiation and communication, without directly coaching
individuals through their psychological barriers. AI offers an oppor-
tunity to extend these supports—recent advances in generative AI
(genAI), especially large language models, have enabled seemingly
personalized and natural language communication, and early work
highlights the promise of AI-assisted rehearsal and emotion regu-
lation for workers [35, 38, 97, 124]. That said, it remains an open
question: How effective AI can be for negotiation coaching
and what new challenges it may introduce.
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Building on the momentum of AI-assisted workplace technolo-
gies [79, 80, 108, 118], early investigations into AI support for inter-
personal conflicts and related domains have highlighted both the
strengths and gaps in tactical skill development and knowledge ac-
quisition [49, 94, 130]. Shaikh et al. emphasized conflict resolution
strategies, and Ma et al. emphasized the need to incorporate expert
knowledge. Yet despite these advances, prior work has focused
primarily on skills rather than psychological factors, even though
psychological aspects such as self-efficacy are key in negotiation.
Organizational psychology research notes that negotiators with
greater self-efficacy are more resilient to setbacks, sustain a willing-
ness to negotiate, and maintain a more positive orientation toward
the negotiation process [104]. This highlights the critical need for
AI systems that not only strengthen tactical preparation, but also
directly reduce psychological barriers and empower individuals
throughout their careers. Therefore, motivated by the limitations of
traditional and AI-based negotiation training, our work is guided
by the following research questions (RQs):

RQ1: How does a theory-driven AI negotiation coach influence
psychological readiness for workplace negotiations?

RQ2: How do individuals perceive and make sense of a theory-
driven AI negotiation coach?

For our study, we designed Trucey, an AI-powered interactive
prototype that aims to prepare individuals for complex workplace
negotiations by targeting both tactical and psychological barri-
ers. Grounded in human-centered AI and Industrial-Organizational
(I/O) psychology—particularly Brett and Thompson’s negotiation
framework—Trucey was built using few-shot learning on fine-
tuned GPT-4.1. Trucey delivers negotiation coaching through a
structured conversational interaction: for a negotiation scenario,
users receive tailored prompts to articulate goals and challenges,
and then rehearse role-based exchanges with Trucey acting as a
counterpart. Throughout, the AI provides feedback that highlights
potential strategies, surfaces power dynamics, and invites reflection
on confidence and emotional responses. Such an interaction was
enabled by incorporating four key design features—1) situational
calibration, 2) role-based simulation, 3) dynamic contextual layering,
and 4) iterative response alignment. These design features help create
negotiation scenarios that embed contextual and power dynamics
known to trigger psychological barriers, providing a rigorous envi-
ronment to examine how AI coaching interventions can influence
negotiation readiness.

To address our RQs, we first conducted a pre-registered exper-
imental study with 𝑁=267 participants across three conditions—
1) Trucey, an AI-powered coach integrating negotiation theory
(𝑁=134); 2) ChatGPT, a generic AI without theory-driven negotia-
tion scaffolding (𝑁=66); and 3) Handbook, a static but theory-based
negotiation resource without AI interactivity (𝑁=67). Participants
completed pre- and post-task surveys measuring psychological em-
powerment, self-efficacy, and preparedness of negotiation. This
design enabled us to disentangle the contributions of AI interac-
tivity and theory-driven negotiation support, providing a rigorous
test of how these elements shape psychological readiness for work-
place negotiation. In addition, we conducted an in-depth interview
study (𝑁=15) to explore participants’ mental models, their per-
ceived strengths and limitations of each condition, and how AI- or

theory-driven support shaped their confidence and approach to
workplace negotiation. This qualitative component complemented
the experimental findings by providing richer insights into the ex-
periential and interpretive dimensions of AI-assisted negotiation
preparation.

Our experimental study demonstrated that participants signifi-
cantly favored the theory-based Handbook over both AI coaching
tools on usability and psychological empowerment, but Trucey
significantly reduced fear compared to generic AI coaching (Co-
hen’s 𝑑=-0.23). We conducted linguistic analyses to examine how
the language of interactions was associated with the psychologi-
cal outcomes. Interviews revealed that participants preferred the
Handbook’s comprehensive content because it provided greater con-
trol over their preparation process and allowed them to develop
personalized strategies at their own pace. In contrast, they found
AI coaching fragmented and insufficient for preparing across sce-
narios, though Trucey’s rehearsal component helped them practice
uncomfortable conversations.

Taken together, our work makes both empirical and conceptual
contributions. First, we develop and evaluate Trucey, a theory-
driven AI negotiation coach that targets psychological factors such
as self-efficacy, fear reduction, and empowerment in negotiation
preparation. Second, we provide empirical evidence that the value
of AI in negotiation is situated—shaped by stress, authenticity
concerns, and contextual constraints—rather than universally ben-
eficial. Our findings challenge common assumptions about the
superiority of personalized, conversational AI, showing that in
high-stakes workplace contexts, user control and access to com-
prehensive resources may be more critical for psychological em-
powerment than conversational guidance alone. Finally, this work
bears methodological and design implications for AI-mediated com-
munication, extending the scope of workplace technologies by
emphasizing strategies that balance efficiency with authenticity,
autonomy, and inclusivity to better support confidence, resilience,
and equitable participation in professional interactions.

2 Related Work
2.1 Workplace Negotiation and Psychological

Barriers
Workplace negotiations—such as requesting promotions, asserting
boundaries, or challenging authority—are shaped by both struc-
tural and psychological barriers that make self-advocacy difficult.
Employees often withhold input due to fears of retaliation, damag-
ing relationships, or jeopardizing career prospects [41, 100], con-
cerns that are amplified by hierarchical power asymmetries [54, 81].
Avoidance is further reinforced by conflict dynamics, as both rela-
tionship and task conflict reliably undermine performance [39], and
by social norms such as gendered backlash for self-advocacy [10]
and cultural expectations of harmony [142].

Self-efficacy predicts willingness to initiate and persistence through
challenges [8], whereas anxiety and low confidence reduce joint
value creation [17]. Socio-emotional skills, including emotion recog-
nition and emotional intelligence, positively influence negotiation
performance [44, 129]. Importantly, negotiation success extends be-
yond economic outcomes: subjective experiences regarding process,
relationship, and self-evaluation independently predict long-term
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negotiation behavior [32, 33]. Incremental beliefs about ability fur-
ther enable negotiators to achieve better outcomes than those with
fixed mindsets [87].

These insights underscore the importance of theory-driven frame-
works to understand and intervene in negotiation behavior. Brett’s
synthesis of distributive and integrative approaches highlights how
information sharing, culture, and cognitive biases systematically
influence outcomes [15]. Complementing this, Bradley and Camp-
bell’s work on conversational staging shows how negotiation un-
folds across temporal phases, with different barriers and oppor-
tunities emerging at each stage [13]. Together, these frameworks
provide a structured account of negotiation dynamics that can guide
both research and the design of interventions aimed at mitigating
psychological barriers.

2.2 Human–AI Interaction: Strengths,
Weaknesses, and Challenges

AI systems hold promise for enhancing human capabilities, produc-
tivity, and collaboration extending human capacities via automa-
tion, personalized feedback, and decision support [35, 124]. Yet
many AI systems produce errors or outputs misaligned with orga-
nizational goals [112], and anticipating unintended consequences
remains challenging [11, 29, 113, 143]. Recent research underscores
that achieving human–AI alignment requires more than technical
fixes: systems must adapt to users’ goals, practices, and values, and
misalignments can erode trust, limit agency, or distort decision-
making [21, 73, 84, 147]. Scholars have responded with taxonomies
of failures, design guidelines, and frameworks for transparency
and accountability [4, 5, 23, 56, 92, 99, 113, 131, 132], emphasizing
that reliable, ethical, and usable AI requires more than algorithmic
performance alone.

Human–AI interactions also introduce distinct cognitive and
social dynamics. Users often calibrate trust differently with AI,
sometimes resisting algorithmic advice even when it is superior [42,
57, 59, 126, 145]. People may sacrifice financial gain to avoid bar-
gaining with AI, preferring human negotiation partners [46, 47],
and poorly calibrated trust can reduce effectiveness or create con-
fusion in high-stakes or socially complex contexts [67, 105]. While
traditional explanation methods partially improve understanding,
few reliably enhance appropriate reliance, prompting exploration
of alternatives like analogy-based explanations leveraging common-
sense knowledge [55, 64, 127, 138]. Personalized AI can strongly
influence judgment over time [76], and LLM-assisted systems show
that trust in competence, integrity, and benevolence can reshape
experiences, sometimes masking newly introduced burdens [77].

These challenges are amplified in organizational settings, where
AI can affect power asymmetries, wellbeing, and professional rela-
tionships. Decision-support AI may influence promotions, evalua-
tions, or workload distribution, with cascading effects on behavior
and perceptions [2, 91]. Understanding these dynamics is essen-
tial for designing AI to support negotiation or other workplace
interactions without exacerbating psychological barriers.

Taken together, while AI holds potential to augment human ca-
pabilities, realizing these benefits requires careful attention to trust,
interpretability, human agency, and socio-organizational context.
These insights motivate the development of AI interventions that

not only provide tactical support but also actively scaffold psy-
chological readiness and decision-making in complex workplace
scenarios. In this work, we examine human-AI interaction in work-
place negotiations, focusing on how users perceive AI’s role as
a negotiation coach, alignment with their needs and agency, and
how these perceptions shape the effectiveness of AI as both tactical
support and psychological scaffold.

2.3 Human-centered Technologies for
Workplace

A rich body of HCI and CSCW research explores technologies
designed to support professional communication, skill develop-
ment, and wellbeing in organizational settings [36, 37, 45, 102, 121].
These human-centered technologies increasingly integrate sens-
ing, collaborative, and AI-driven approaches to address complex
workplace needs. Workplace AI applications demonstrate both sig-
nificant promise and inherent limitations [26, 79, 80, 108, 118]. On
the one hand, AI can streamline routine tasks such as email man-
agement and meeting scheduling [71, 95], and a range of tools and
methods [82, 88, 130, 151] highlight potential to scaffold workplace
conversations [75].

On the other hand, current systems remain constrained: they
often lack the contextual awareness and interpersonal sensitivity re-
quired for organizational life, leading to mismatches between what
AI can deliver and the nuanced demands of workplace communica-
tion and collaboration [1, 34, 118]. Related research on AI-mediated
communication highlights opportunities to reduce workload and
stress while also raising concerns about fairness, privacy, and in-
clusion [34, 79, 80]. Within these systems, organizational power
dynamics and competing stakeholder interests further complicate
adoption and use [2, 26, 60, 89, 91], shaping whether interventions
are perceived as empowering or threatening.

These tensions help explain why prior work revealed profes-
sionals’ preference for human advice networks over algorithmic
recommendations [93], and why concerns about over-reliance sur-
face when automation is introduced into socially complex tasks
such as negotiation [22]. The adoption of AI in the workplace raises
ethical, social, and practical challenges at both individual and orga-
nizational levels [12, 144]. Organizational culture plays a critical
mediating role in whether such systems are adopted successfully,
and ethical issues demand accountability frameworks to protect
sensitive interpersonal data [31, 78].

Our work extends this body of research by focusing on AI as a
preparation coach for workplace negotiations rather than a direct
participant. This framing preserves user agency while address-
ing key psychological barriers—such as fear and self-efficacy—that
hinder negotiation preparedness. By empirically examining how AI-
mediated coaching shapes psychological readiness, we contribute
evidence that complements existing workplace technologies while
highlighting design principles that emphasize autonomy, inclu-
sivity, and resilience. More broadly, our findings add to ongoing
CSCW and HCI discourse on how human-centered technologies
can support socially complex, high-stakes interactions.



3 Study Design and Methods
We designed a preregistered mixed-methods study. consisting of a
quantitative three-condition between-subject experiment 𝑁=267
followed by a qualitative semi-structured interview with 𝑁=15
participants to understand mechanisms and gain deeper insights
(Fig. 1 provides a schematic overview of our study). In this sec-
tion, we describe our study design, participant recruitment, and
methodology.

3.1 Designing an Interactive Prototype: Trucey
3.1.1 Theoretical Foundation. Our study centered on the design
of an AI-powered interactive prototype for workplace negotia-
tion, Trucey. Trucey’s design was guided by two complementary
theoretical frameworks from the organizational science literature.
First, Brett and Thompson’s negotiation framework emphasizes
how contextual factors and power asymmetries shape the effective-
ness of negotiation strategies [15]. Brett and Thompson’s focus on
situational dynamics, rather than fixed personality traits, aligned
with our objective of supporting users in managing aspects of ne-
gotiation that are within their control. Second, we drew inspiration
from Bradley and Campbell’s framework for managing difficult
conversations [13]. Bradley and Campbell highlights three criti-
cal phases—preparation, in-conversation management, and post-
interaction reflection [13]. This structured approach provides a
process-oriented lens, ensuring that negotiation support extends
beyond isolated tactics to scaffold the entire interaction.

Together, these two frameworks informed the design of Trucey
as a theory-driven AI coach that integrates strategic guidance with
conversational process support, enabling users to reflect, adapt, and
navigate negotiations more effectively.

3.1.2 Prototype Architecture. Trucey translates the above theoret-
ical foundations into practice through four key mechanisms that
work together to provide contextually appropriate coaching, as
listed below:
Situational Calibration ensures that shared contextual under-
standing enhances coaching efficacy in high-stakes scenarios, thereby
mitigating the provision of generic advice incongruent with the
user’s specific circumstances.
Role-based Simulation ensures the AI adopts an appropriate
perspective during practice, thereby facilitating a realistic conver-
sational dynamic for the user.
Contextual Layering emulates the incremental information de-
livery characteristic of effective human coaching across multiple
dialogue turns. This approach reduces cognitive load and aims to
prevent user overwhelm.
Iterative Response Alignment integrates active listening behav-
iors to maintain shared understanding and facilitate a situationally
responsive coaching system.

3.1.3 Interaction Design. Trucey’s interaction design followed a
structured five-stage workflow, combining advice and rehearsal,
supporting both the preparation and practice components essential
for effective negotiation coaching.

Scenario Assignment. First, Trucey would presents users with
workplace negotiation scenarios with specific contextual details to
make the situation more realistic. For example, scenarios contain
details such as:

Problem to discuss: Asking For Time Off
Person you are talking to: Your boss
Your relationship: You have had a bad relationship for
two months
Previous discussions: You have discussed this before
Work context: You are paid hourly wages

Personality Calibration. Second, Trucey asked users to complete
a structured assessment of their supervisor’s behavioral patterns
using Big-Five personality traits [133], which research shows sig-
nificantly impact negotiation outcomes [15, 128].This assessment
enabled Trucey to predict the supervisor’s communication style,
decision-making preferences, and likely reactions when pushed or
under pressure during negotiations, allowing the system to tailor
both strategic advice and simulation behaviors to match the specific
supervisor’s profile.
Theory-guided Advice Generation. Third, Trucey delivered
strategic coaching through incremental dialogue building, intro-
ducing negotiation concepts gradually across multiple conversa-
tion turns rather than providing comprehensive advice all at once.
Each turn built on previous exchanges, allowing users to process
guidance in manageable pieces while the system adapted advice
complexity based on user responses and conversation context.
Role Based Rehearsal Simulation. Fourth, Trucey implemented
interactive practice sessions where it embodied the supervisor’s
personality profile to create realistic but controlled negotiation
experiences.
Iterative Feedback Integration. Fifth, Trucey enabled users to
provide feedback on interaction realism and tone, triggering system
recalibration for subsequent responses.

3.1.4 Technical Implementation. We engineered Trucey using GPT-
4.1 via OpenAI’s API, with a Python Streamlit interface and a SQL
database for configuration and interaction logging (Fig. 2).

To personalize, we implemented a personality-matching mecha-
nism that transformed users’ self-reported responses into vector
embeddings and used cosine similarity to identify the most relevant
supervisor profile. Each profile encoded characteristic strengths
and challenges, enabling tailored strategic advice and realistic sim-
ulation behaviors—even under simulated pressure scenarios.

We applied few-shot learning with a theory-driven strategy,
drawing examples from Brett and Thompson’s negotiation frame-
work across five difficulty levels. These range from distributive
tactics (e.g., ultimatums, direct demands) to integrative strategies
(e.g., collaborative framing, interest alignment). This approach en-
ables Trucey to dynamically adjust advice and practice activities
according to both user context and the selected supervisor profile.

3.2 Conducting an Experimental Study
Toward our RQ1 of evaluating the effectiveness of Trucey as a ne-
gotiation coach, we conducted a large-scale online experiment on
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Figure 1: A schematic overview of Trucey and our study design.

Figure 2: Example screenshots of Trucey through various stages of user interactions.

Prolific, an online academic research platform designed for behav-
ioral research [107]. The study was designed to simulate realistic
workplace negotiation contexts and systematically compare across
conditions. This procedure included participant screening and re-
cruitment, informed consent, compensation, pre- and post- task
surveys, and exposure to one of the three study conditions, which
we describe below:

3.2.1 Participant Recruitment. We recruited participants through
Prolific’s default interface. To ensure relevance to workplace negoti-
ation contexts, several inclusion criteria were applied. Participants
were required to be at least 18 years old, proficient in English, and
have current or past work experience in a U.S. workplace. While
U.S. residency was not mandatory, U.S. workplace experience was
essential, as cultural norms play a critical role in shaping nego-
tiation strategies [15] Additionally, participants were required to

have worked under a supervisor at some point in their career and
to have experience initiating negotiations through asynchronous
online communication (e.g., text or email).

Interested participants completed an initial screening survey and
provided informed consent before proceeding. Attention checks
were embedded throughout the study procedure, and participants
failing these checks or timing out were excluded. Of the 368 initial
participants, 87 were screened out for not fulfilling study require-
ments, and 14 failed attention checks or were timed out during the
study. The remaining 267 participants constituted our final analyti-
cal sample. These participants reflected a diverse set of demographic
and professional backgrounds (Table 1). Participants who completed
the study received $5 USD in compensation, while those excluded
during screening were compensated $0.15 USD for their time. On
average, the study took 26.4 minutes to complete. These participants



Table 1: Demographic distribution of 𝑁=267 participants in
the experimental study.

Overall Trucey ChatGPT Handbook

Sex
Male 141 71 33 37
Female 121 61 32 28
Other/Prefer Not to Say 5 2 1 2
Race/Ethnicity
White 181 94 38 49
Black or African American 50 29 14 7
Hispanic or Latino 6 2 3 1
Asian 10 2 3 5
Mixed/Other 20 7 8 5
Educational Level
Associate Degree 29 16 7 6
Bachelors Degree 114 50 29 35
Graduate Degree 80 44 20 16
Other 44 24 10 10
Employment Type
Employed full-time 197 99 46 52
Employed part-time 43 21 10 12
Other 27 14 10 3
Work Domain
Administration/Operations 10 5 2 3
Creative/Design/Marketing 15 5 5 5
Education/Training 21 14 4 3
Engineering/Technology/Software 46 24 12 10
Finance/Accounting/Banking 24 10 5 9
Government/Public Service 9 2 3 4
Healthcare/Medical 26 13 7 6
Legal/Compliance 4 1 3 0
Management/Leadership 16 8 4 4
Sales/Business Development 23 17 3 3
Research/Analytics 6 2 1 3
Other/Mixed 67 33 17 17
Compensation Type
Salaried (fixed annual amount) 124 62 34 28
Hourly wages 81 41 21 19
Other 62 31 11 20
Work Experience
0-1 year 4 1 3 0
1-3 years 16 9 2 5
3-5 years 22 10 9 3
5-7 years 29 14 8 7
7 years or more 195 100 44 51
No response 1 0 0 1

completed both pre- and post-task surveys and were randomly as-
signed to one of the three conditions in approximately a 2:1:1 ratio:
Trucey (𝑁=134), ChatGPT(𝑁=66), and Handbook (𝑁=67).

3.2.2 Pre- and Post- Task Surveys. We employed a set of validated
and study-specific measures to assess participants’ psychological
preparedness for workplace negotiations and their perceptions of
the intervention. All participants completed identical pre- and post-
task surveys to establish baseline and outcomemeasures, in addition
to their task (in assigned condition).
Pre-Task Measures. Participants first completed demographic
questions and a battery of survey questionnaires on—1) Perceived
AI Literacy using the PAILQ-6 questionnaire [62], 2) Personality
Traits using the BFI-10 scale [111, 133], a validated 10-item mea-
sure of personality traits rated on 5-point Likert scales, 3) Occu-
pational self-efficacy using the Occupational Self-Efficacy-6 Scale
(OSS-6) [117], and 4) Personal empowerment using the Personal
Empowerment Understanding (PEU) questionnaire [134] measur-
ing four dimensions (meaning, competence, self-determination,
and impact), and 5) Negotiation preparedness, measured using two

questions on perceived fear for negotiation and the willingness to
initiate a negotiation—both using 5-point Likert scales.
Post-task measures. After completing the negotiation task, par-
ticipants completed the same 1) OSS-6 [117], 2) PEU [134], and
the 3) negotiation preparedness questionnaires included above. In
addition, participants rated the intervention’s 4) usability using a
4-item Usability Metric for User Experience (UMUX) [50] and 5)
appropriateness using the Intervention Appropriateness Measure
(IAM) [149].

3.2.3 Experimental Study Conditions. For the task during the ex-
perimental study, participants were randomly assigned to one of
the three conditions we designed. All participants worked through
one of the three workplace negotiation scenarios—requesting a raise,
a promotion, or time off. Time on task was held constant across con-
ditions to ensure comparability. We designed the three conditions
to enable us to disentangle the effectiveness of Trucey from both
generic AI interactions (ChatGPT) and static theory-based instruc-
tions (Handbook). We describe the conditions below:
Trucey (InteractiveAI +Theory-driven resource.) Conditionwas
the experimental condition, where participants interacted with our
prototype, Trucey. This prototype integrated negotiation theory
with personality calibration, contextual advice generation, and an
interactive rehearsal simulation. Participants engaged directly with
Trucey to receive theory-driven, tailored coaching and practice
strategies for an assigned negotiation scenario, including asking
for a raise, asking for a promotion, or asking for time off.
ChatGPT (Interactive AI only) Condition served as the AI control
condition. Here, participants interacted with a generic conversa-
tional AI (ChatGPT) without theoretical scaffolding or personality
calibration. To minimize cross-LLM variability, we used GPT-4.5—
the same underlying model as in Trucey. This condition isolated
the potential benefits of AI interaction itself, independent of nego-
tiation theory or personalization mechanisms.
Handbook (Static theory-driven resource) Condition served
as another control condition, consisting of a negotiation resource
(without any AI or interactiveness). Participants received the same
negotiation content provided in Trucey—drawn from the same
negotiation frameworks [13, 15]—but presented as static, text-based
instructions. This condition isolated the contribution of theoretical
material from the medium of delivery.

3.3 Conducting a Semi-structured Interview
Study

To complement the experimental findings and gain deeper insight
into participants’ experiences with the interventions, we conducted
a semi-structured interview study. Semi-structured interviews are
well-suited for capturing nuanced perspectives while still providing
consistency across sessions. Our protocol combined a core set of
guiding questions with flexibility to probe participants’ reflections
on their interaction with the conditions, their perceptions of its
usefulness, and how it shaped their negotiation preparation. This
approach enabled us to move beyond surface-level outcomes to ex-
plore the mechanisms through which participants engaged with the
interventions, the challenges they encountered, and the value they



Does AI Coaching Prepare us for Workplace Negotiations?

Table 2: Demographic distribution of 𝑁=15 participants in
the interview study.

ID Gender Race Work Exp. Work Domain Education

P1 Male Asian 1-3 years Engineering/Technology Bachelor’s
P2 Male Asian 0-1 year Engineering/Technology Bachelor
P3 Female White 1-3 years Engineering/Technology Bachelor
P4 Male Asian 3-5 years Education Bachelor
P5 Male Asian 1-3 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P6 Female Asian 3-5 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P7 Female Asian 0-1 year Engineering/Technology Graduate
P8 Male Asian 5-7 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P9 Male Asian 0-1 year Engineering/Technology Graduate
P10 Female Asian 1-3 years Engineering/Technology Bachelor
P11 Male Asian 1-3 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P12 Female Asian 3-5 years Legal/Management Graduate
P13 Male Asian 5-7 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P14 Male Asian 3-5 years Engineering/Technology Graduate
P15 Male Asian 7+ years Engineering/Technology Graduate

attributed to different forms of support. In this section, we describe
our participant recruitment and interview design methodology.

3.3.1 Participant Recruitment. We recruited participants for the
semi-structured interviews through targeted LinkedIn posts ad-
vertising our research on AI coaching for workplace negotiations.
Interested individuals completed a Qualtrics screening form, pro-
vided consent, and were assessed for eligibility. We applied criteria
very similar to the experimental study: participants had to be 18
or older, proficient in English, and have U.S. workplace experience.
We received 138 responses to our interest form between July and
August 2025. After screening out for inauthentic or low-quality re-
sponses through Qualtrics survey and phone-call-based screening,
we recruited 15 participants for our study. Table 2 summarizes the
demographics of the participants—while our recruited participants
represent a mix of genders and professional backgrounds, with
varying levels of workplace experience, the participant pool seem-
ingly lack racial/ethnic diversity, which is a limitation. That said,
“Asian” should not be understood as a single, uniform category—14
of our 15 participants identified as Asian, but represented cultural
heterogeneity, including South Asian, East Asian, and Asian Amer-
ican participants, with diversity in immigrant status and countries
of origin. The participants were interviewed for a one-hour remote
interview conducted over Teams/Zoom. Each interview participant
received a $20 USD Amazon gift card upon completion.

3.3.2 InterviewDesign. Our interviews followed a structured proto-
col designed to balance standardization with a flexibility for deeper
exploration. The first four interviews (with P1-P4) focused exclu-
sively on Trucey, allowing us to probe deeply into its usability,
potential issues, and participants’ interactions through extended
think-aloud exercises and follow-up questioning. Based on these
sessions, we revised the protocol to enable comparative evaluation
across all three conditions (Trucey, ChatGPT, and Handbook).

Accordingly, participants engagedwith bothAI conditions (Trucey
and ChatGPT) in a counterbalanced order, spending 20 minutes with
each, followed by a 10-minute review of Handbook. To mitigate or-
der effects, the sequence of AI conditions was systematically varied
across participants. For each AI condition, participants worked
through workplace negotiation scenarios using identical prompts
to ensure comparability while still allowing for natural variation

in responses. The interviewer provided minimal guidance during
these tasks to capture authentic user interaction.

After each condition, participants answered a series of open-
ended questions exploring preferences, perceived effectiveness, and
the impact on confidence, efficacy, and negotiation-related anxieties.
This structure encouraged detailed, reflective responses while main-
taining focus on how the interventions shaped user perceptions.
All interviews were conducted via Zoom, recorded with participant
consent, and transcribed. The within-subjects design of interviews
enabled direct comparisons across conditions and generated rich
insights into the mechanisms underlying our experimental findings.

3.4 Privacy, Ethics, and Reflexivity
Our study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Re-
view Board (IRB) at our university. Given the sensitive nature of
workplace and interpersonal dynamics that surfaced during the
surveys and interviews, we implemented strict privacy and ethical
safeguards. The experimental study dataset was collected through
Prolific and Qualtrics platforms, and was already anonymized at
source. For the interview dataset, we removed all personally identi-
fiable information and paraphrased quotes in the paper to reduce
traceability while maintaining context in readership.

Our interdisciplinary team comprises researchers of diverse gen-
der, racial, and cultural backgrounds, including people of color and
immigrants. The team brings interdisciplinary expertise in the ar-
eas of HCI, CSCW, computational social science, AI ethics, and
I/O psychology. Multiple authors have conducted prior studies on
workplace dynamics, and as individuals with lived experience in
organizational settings, and our interpretations are also informed
by lived experiences of being employed in organizational settings.
While we have taken the utmost care to capture and faithfully
synthesize the participants’ viewpoints, we recognize that our in-
terpretations are situated and informed by our disciplinary training,
professional backgrounds, and personal experiences.

4 RQ1: Psychological Readiness after
(AI-driven) Negotiation Coaching

4.1 Comparing Psychological Effects of the
Interventions

Table 3 summarizes the changes in psychological measures ob-
served in the post-task surveys compared to the pre-task surveys for
each of the three interventions—Trucey, ChatGPT, and Handbook.
For each comparison between Trucey and ChatGPT as well as
Trucey and Handbook, we computed effect sizes (Cohen’s 𝑑) and
conducted independent-sample 𝑡-tests for statistical difference. Ad-
ditionally, we performed Kruskal–Wallis 𝐻 -tests to examine overall
differences across all three interventions. Below, we summarize re-
sults for organizational self-efficacy, psychological empowerment,
and negotiation preparation (fear and willingness to initiate).
Organizational Self-Efficacy (OSS-6) [117]. Trucey led to a
slight positive change (Δ=+0.05), while ChatGPT showed a small
decrease (Δ=-0.19) and Handbook showed the largest improvement
(Δ=+0.58). Compared to ChatGPT, Trucey performed modestly bet-
ter, thoughwith a very small effect size (𝑑=0.08). Relative to Handbook,
however, Trucey performed notably worse, with a small negative



effect size (𝑑=-0.16). No statistically significant differences were
observed across the three interventions per Kruskal–Wallis test.
Psychological Empowerment (PEU) [134]. Both Trucey and
ChatGPT resulted in negligible and similar improvements (Δ=+0.04
each). In contrast, Handbook yielded a higher increase (Δ=+0.26),
with a medium effect size when compared to Trucey (𝑑=-0.40). This
difference was statistically significant (𝑡=-2.63, 𝑝 <0.05), and the
Kruskal–Wallis test confirmed significant variation across condi-
tions, indicating that Handbook was most effective in enhancing
psychological empowerment.
Negotiation Preparedness First, among the three conditions,
Trucey achieved the largest reduction in negotiation-related fear
(Δ=-0.19). In comparison, ChatGPT increased fear (Δ=+0.14), whereas
Handbook slightly reduced fear (Δ=-0.10). Relative to ChatGPT, Trucey
achieved a small effect (𝑑=-0.27), and compared to Handbook the
effect was very small (𝑑=-0.08). Although the changes suggest that
Trucey is promising for alleviating fear.

Next, all three interventions helped increase participants’willing-
ness to initiate negotiations. ChatGPT led to the largest improvement
(Δ=+0.36), followed by Handbook (Δ=+0.31) and Trucey (Δ=+0.26).
Effect sizes between interventionswere negligible, and the Kruskal–Wallis
test showed no significant differences. Thus, while willingness to ini-
tiate improved across the board, no intervention demonstrated clear
superiority. This universal improvement likely reflects that any
form of preparation enhances readiness for challenging tasks [8].
Usability (UMUX) [50] and Appropriateness (IAM) [149].Dur-
ing the exit survey, participants completed the Usability Metric for
User Experience (UMUX; 0-100)[50] and the Intervention Appropri-
ateness Measure (IAM; 4-20)[149] to evaluate their experience with
each coaching condition. The results of these metrics are shown in
Table 4.

For usability, mean UMUX scores were 74.22 for Trucey, 78.97
for ChatGPT, and 80.47 for Handbook. A Kruskal-Wallis test revealed
significant differences across conditions. Pairwise comparisons
showed that Trucey had significantly lower usability ratings than
Handbook , while the difference between Trucey and ChatGPT was
not significant. All conditions achieved usability scores above the
68-point threshold for acceptable usability [50]. This suggests that
the Handbook was found the easiest to use amongst the users. For
appropriateness, mean IAM scores were 15.63 for Trucey, 16.11 for
ChatGPT, and 16.45 for Handbook, with no significant differences
across conditions (. All conditions scored in the moderately appro-
priate to highly appropriate range [149], suggesting participants
viewed each coaching approach as a moderately appropriate fit
with potential value for negotiation preparation.

4.2 Linguistic Analysis
An interesting observation from the above concerns how the effects
of interacting with Trucey and ChatGPT did not show statistically
significant differences for a majority of outcomes. To unpack this
further, we quantitatively examined the differences in the language
of interactions by Trucey and ChatGPT.

4.2.1 Linguistic Similarities with Theory-Driven Negotiation Ele-
ments. To begin with, we operationalized and measured the pres-
ence of various Brett and Thompson’s elements in the language

of Trucey and ChatGPT [15]. Our methodological approach is in-
spired by prior work on examining linguistic markers in workplace-
related communication [37, 121]. For this purpose, we employed
vector embeddings using Bidirectional Encoder Representations
from Transformers (or BERT) language model, using pre-trained
BERT-based sentence transformers [115]. We constructed embed-
dings for the seven core negotiation concepts in the Brett and
Thompson’s framework: Strategy Development (SD), Information
Asymmetry (IA), Interest Exploration (IE), Outcome Analysis (OA),
Long-term Relationship (LTR), and Power Dynamics (PD). These
concepts featured the same theoretical examples used in Trucey’s
few-shot prompting. Similarly, we obtained the BERT embeddings
of the linguistic interactions in Trucey and ChatGPT. We then com-
puted cosine similarity scores between AI (Trucey and ChatGPT)
language in responses and each negotiation element to quantify
the degree to which the element was reflected in the responses.

Table 5 summarizes the comparative results across the two AI
tools, including relative differences, effect sizes (Cohen’s 𝑑), and
𝑡-tests. Our analysis revealed several key differences. In Strategy
Development, Trucey responses aligned more strongly with most
components, except for phased SD. For Information Asymmetry
(IA), Trucey produced slightly fewer references to prepared IA (–2%)
but more strategic IA (+5%). In Interest Exploration (IE), Trucey
showed reduced creative and limited IE but emphasized mutual and
evaluative IE, pointing toward a more collaborative style. Within
Outcome Analysis (OA), Trucey generated fewer flexible (–5%) and
procedural (–1%) OA elements, though both AI tools were nearly
identical on holistic OA. For Long-term Relationships, the two sys-
tems performed similarly, indicating parity in addressing relational
considerations. Finally, in Power Dynamics, Trucey highlighted
collaborative PD (+5%) while reducing authority-based PD (–4%).

Together, these findings suggest that Trucey is more directive
and collaborative, embedding strategy and mutuality at the core of
its language, while ChatGPT remains broader and more balanced
across negotiation elements. Notably, the analysis also demon-
strates that ChatGPT—evenwithout specialized prompting—automatically
incorporates several of Brett’s components by default, reflecting
how large language models may implicitly encode negotiation theo-
ries. This distinction highlights the potential of targeted prompting
to guide AI systems toward specific negotiation orientations, such
as collaboration and strategic planning, beyond the general-purpose
balance evident in default outputs.

4.2.2 Regression Modeling. Next, we built linear regression mod-
els to examine the effects of AI interventions, demographic and
personality covariates, and negotiation element similarities on four
outcome measures—occupational self-efficacy (OSS), psychological
empowerment understanding (PEU), fear, and willingness to ini-
tiate negotiation (initiativeness). The models incorporated a rich
set of independent variables collected during the pre-task survey,
including demographic attributes (e.g., gender, race, education),
workplace-related variables (e.g., employment type, work sector
compensation type, relationship with supervisor), personality traits
(BFI: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism,
openness), AI literacy, and pre-task baselines of the outcome mea-
sures themselves (e.g., pre-task OSS, PEU, fear, initiativeness). In
addition, we tested a range of models with interaction terms. While
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Table 3: Comparison of the changes in pre- and post- task surveys.

Measure Trucey ChatGPT Handbook Trucey vs ChatGPT Trucey vs Handbook Kruskal-Wallis
Mean Δ Mean Δ Mean Δ Cohen’s 𝑑 𝑡 -test Cohen’s 𝑑 𝑡 -test 𝐻 -stat.

Organizational Self-Efficacy (OSS-6)
OSS 0.05 -0.19 0.58 0.08 0.48 -0.16 -1.06 2.37
Psychological Empowerment Understanding (PEU)
PEU: Meaning 0.05 0.10 0.36 -0.06 -0.41 -0.38 -2.47 7.06*
PEU: Competence -0.02 -0.02 0.25 0.00 0.01 -0.37 -2.46** 6.08*
PEU: Self-determination 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.3 -0.13 -0.81 2.34
PEU: Impact 0.11 0.05 0.31 0.07 0.46 -0.28 -1.81* 4.37
PEU: Aggregated 0.04 0.04 0.26 0.01 0.09 -0.40 -2.63** 8.36**
Negotiation Preparedness
Negotiation Fear -0.19 0.14 -0.1 -0.27 -1.8* -0.08 -0.49 3.81*
Negotiation Initiativeness 0.26 0.36 0.31 -0.11 -0.73 -0.06 -0.4 0.75

Table 4: Comparison of the usability and acceptability of the various conditions of negotiation coaching.

Measure Trucey ChatGPT Handbook Trucey vs ChatGPT Trucey vs Handbook Kruskal-Wallis
Mean Mean Mean Cohen’s 𝑑 𝑡 -test Cohen’s 𝑑 𝑡 -test 𝐻 -stat.

UMUX 74.22 78.97 80.47 -0.24 -1.52 -0.32 -2.04* 3.19**
IAM 15.63 16.11 16.45 -0.14 -0.91 -0.24 -1.54 2.53

Table 5: Comparison of Brett and Thompson’s elements of
successful negotiation between Trucey and ChatGPT with ef-
fect sizes reported as Cohen’s d and statistical significance
via t-tests.

Element Trucey ChatGPT Mean Δ% Cohen’s d t-test
Strategy Development
Basic 0.45 0.48 -2.38 -0.26 -3.60***
Phased 0.69 0.68 1.17 0.18 2.42**
Structured 0.76 0.78 -2.10 -0.32 -4.30***
Innovative 0.63 0.66 -2.82 -0.46 -6.24***
Information Asymmetry
Prepared 0.68 0.70 -1.90 -0.27 -3.67***
Strategic 0.75 0.70 5.43 0.70 9.61***
Interest Exploration
Limited 0.35 0.40 -5.03 -0.53 -7.27***
Evaluative 0.66 0.65 1.29 0.13 1.76
Mutual 0.69 0.68 1.17 0.18 2.42***
Creative 0.67 0.71 -3.86 -0.64 -8.78***
Outcome Analysis
Procedural 0.60 0.61 -1.15 -0.19 -2.65**
Flexible 0.63 0.68 -5.04 -0.79 -10.72***
Holistic 0.64 0.64 0.73 0.12 1.63
Long-Term Relationship
Conventional 0.60 0.61 -1.15 -0.19 -2.65**
Strategic 0.65 0.64 0.44 0.05 0.62
Power Dynamics
Collaborative 0.75 0.70 5.43 0.70 9.61***
Authority Based 0.43 0.47 -3.96 -0.41 -5.59***

several combinations were explored, the most robust and signifi-
cant patterns emerged when including interaction effects between
the intervention condition (Trucey vs. ChatGPT) and the linguistic
similarities to Brett’s negotiation elements (reported in the pre-
vious section). These interaction terms allowed us to assess not
only whether a given negotiation element was associated with the
outcomes, but also whether its effect was moderated by the AI.

We built separate regression models for each dependent vari-
able, thereby allowing us to isolate the predictors most relevant to
each outcome domain. This approach also facilitated a clearer in-
terpretation of how Trucey and ChatGPT shaped different facets of
negotiation experiences. Table 6 summarizes the 𝛽 coefficients and

their statistical significance across all models. Below, we unpack
the findings for each outcome variable in turn.

Overall, demographic and workplace attributes were not signifi-
cant across any of the models, and personality traits only appeared
sporadically. Instead, the most consistent predictors were the AI
intervention condition and interaction terms with negotiation ele-
ments. We unpack these observations below:
Occupational Self-Efficacy (OSS). Being in the Trucey condition
significantly increased OSS (𝛽=6.89). Within negotiation elements,
basic SD X Trucey (𝛽=520.50) and phased SD X Trucey (𝛽=31.61)
were positively associated with OSS, suggesting that structured
and stepwise strategy development enhanced self-efficacy when
supported by Trucey. Trucey’s dynamic contextual layering works
optimally with structured, straightforward approaches as they can
be broken down effectively into digestible incremental pieces. How-
ever, innovative SD alone was positively associated (𝛽=235.50),
but its interaction with Trucey showed a significant negative ef-
fect (𝛽=–468.69), indicating that Trucey’s incremental building
approach contradicts the simultaneous understanding required for
integrated thinking in creative solutions. Therefore, in the presence
of this approach, the system’s inherent contradiction undermines
a user’s self-perceived efficacy in ideating for a negotiation. Nega-
tive associations also emerged with limited IE (𝛽=–159.90) unless
combined with Trucey (𝛽=511.80), where the direction reversed.
Trucey helps provide users with more negotiation options to con-
sider when they exist in a limited bargaining space due to the
nature of their suggestions. Therefore, users feel less helpless in
constrained situations. Pre-task OSS strongly predicted post-task
OSS (𝛽=0.48).
Psychological EmpowermentUnderstanding (PEU).Here again,
positive coefficients indicate factors associated with higher PEU,
while negative coefficients indicate factors associated with lower
PEU. Although Trucey itself was not a significant predictor, several
interaction effects emerged. Basic SD X Trucey (𝛽=885.00) showed
a positive effect, demonstrated substantial positive associations



Table 6: Linear regression models revealing the relationship between individual differences and linguistic similarity of
interactions with Brett and Thompson’s framework’s aspects with our outcome measures (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). This
model only includes the data from the two AI (Trucey and ChatGPT) interactions.

Dep. Variables→ OSS PEU Fear Initiativeness
Indep. Variables ↓ Coeff. Coeff. Coeff. Coeff.

Gender
Race
Education
Employment Type
Work Sector
Compensation Type
Relationship with Supervisor
Condition: Trucey 6.89* 2.96 -20.43** 12.65*
Strategy Development: Basic X Trucey 520.50** 885.00** 115.70*
Strategy Development: Phased 16.03*** -5.15*
Strategy Development: Phased X Trucey 31.61* -14.89**
Strategy Development: Structured -52.34*
Strategy Development: Structured X Trucey
Strategy Development: Innovative 235.50** 41.05** -60.39** 35.81*
Strategy Development: Innovative X Trucey -468.69*** -64.69**
Information Asymmetry: Prepared X Trucey -109.83* -27.51*
Information Asymmetry: Strategic -25.43* -5.32*
Information Asymmetry: Strategic X Trucey 58.47*** 12.31***
Interest Exploration: Limited -159.90*
Interest Exploration: Limited X Trucey 511.80** 87.02**
Interest Exploration: Evaluative -23.00*
Interest Exploration: Evaluative X Trucey 32.82** -50.89*
Interest Exploration: Mutual -5.16*
Interest Exploration: Mutual X Trucey -14.80*
Interest Exploration: Creative 13.77* -25.18* 38.51*
Interest Exploration: Creative X Trucey -351.67*** -51.33***
Outcome Analysis: Procedural 33.04** 7.58* -11.80*
Outcome Analysis: Procedural X Trucey -64.65** -11.96** 15.35*
Outcome Analysis: Flexible
Outcome Analysis: Flexible X Trucey 603.65*** 97.86**
Outcome Analysis: Holistic -34.37*
Outcome Analysis: Holistic X Trucey 208.56**
Long-Term Relationship: Conventional 33.30* 7.62* -11.74**
Long-Term Relationship: Conventional X Trucey -64.18** -11.89** 15.45**
Long-Term Relationship: Strategic 101.66** 32.44**
Long-Term Relationship: Strategic X Trucey -217.46*** -49.27*** 58.53**
Power Dynamics: Collaborative -24.50* -5.17*
Power Dynamics: Collaborative X Trucey 58.24*** 12.28***
Power Dynamics: Authority X Trucey -963.40** -163.80* -214.10*
BFI: Extraversion 0.24*
BFI: Agreeableness
BFI: Conscientiousness 0.01* -0.26* 0.21*
BFI: Neuroticism 0.09*
BFI: Openness
AI Literacy
OSS: Pre-task 0.48***
PEU: Pre-task 1.93*** 0.99***
Fear: Pre-task 0.24***
Initiativeness: Pre-task 0.63***
Task time

R2=0.87*** R2=0.86*** R2=0.65** R2=0.74***

with empowerment, suggesting that Trucey’s incremental guid-
ance approach enhances users’ sense of understanding and control
when applied to straightforward negotiation scenarios. The sys-
tem’s structured methodology appears to provide clear pathways
for empowerment in contexts where step-by-step building can be
effectively integrated. However, while Innovative SD’s (𝛽=41.05),
it’s interaction with Truceywas negative (𝛽=–64.69). This indicated
that the system’s structured approach may constrain the cognitive
flexibility that users associate with empowerment in innovative
contexts. Similarly, Creative IE also showed a modest positive as-
sociation (𝛽=13.77), which flipped to a large negative interaction

under Trucey (𝛽=–51.33), suggesting that when users attempt cre-
ative approaches, the incremental methodology conflicts with their
sense of empowered exploration. Conversely, Evaluative IE was neg-
atively associated (𝛽=–23.00), though its interaction with Trucey
reversed to positive (𝛽=32.82). Trucey helps provide users with solu-
tions and reminders in approaching situations with ambiguity and
therefore pro-actively empower them to react to a situation. Finally,
procedural OA and conventional LTR were both positively associ-
ated with the outcome variables; however, their interactions with
Trucey were negative. This negative moderation can be attributed
to the embodiment of Trucey elements during simulation, which
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subsequently diminishes users’ sense of empowerment through de-
ferral mechanisms. Similarly, strategic LTR demonstrated a positive
main effect that was negatively moderated by Trucey. This inter-
action pattern reflects the influence of organizational knowledge
disclosure and normative compliance requests, which collectively
reduce user empowerment. Understandably, pre-task PEU predicted
post-task PEU (𝛽=0.99).
Fear of Negotiation. Here, negative coefficients indicate factors
associated with lowering negotiation fear, while positive coeffi-
cients indicate factors associated with higher fear. Fear decreased
significantly under the Trucey condition (𝛽=–20.43). This reflects
how structured AI guidanced and contextual support may reduce
uncertainty-driven negotiation anxiety by making users feel more
prepared and supported.Several negotiation elements also shaped
fear: phased SD (𝛽=16.03) was associatedwith higher fear increasing
anxiety by creating anticipation across multiple sequential stages,
transforming a single anxiety-provoking event into multiple inter-
connected worries, whereas structured SD (𝛽=–52.34) and innova-
tive SD (𝛽=–60.39) lowered fear by providing providing clear frame-
works. These approaches reduce uncertainty through predictable
pathways, reducing fear of rejection or inadequate performance.

For IE, evaluative IE X Trucey (𝛽=–50.89), mutual IE X Trucey
(𝛽=–14.80), and creative IE (𝛽=–25.18, p<.05) reduced fear as Trucey’s
incremental guidance provides scaffolding for complex interper-
sonal dynamics, making inherently uncertain social processes feel
more manageable through structured breakdown and contextual
calibration. Conversely, Procedural OA X Trucey (𝛽=15.35) and
conventional LTR X Trucey (𝛽=15.45) were associated with greater
fear, suggesting that procedural and conventional frames on out-
come analysis may feel constraining when paired with Trucey.
Personality traits such as extraversion (𝛽=0.24), conscientiousness
(𝛽=-0.26), and neuroticism (𝛽=0.09) showed modest associations.
Unsurprisingly, pre-task fear was a strong predictor (𝛽=0.24).
Willingness to Initiate Negotiation. In the case of willingness
to initiate negotiations, positive coefficients indicate factors as-
sociated with higher initiativeness, and negative coefficients are
associated with lower initiativenes. We find that initiativeness was
significantly higher in the Trucey condition (𝛽=12.65). This reflects
how structured guidance and support increase users’ confidence
to initiate negotiations by making them feel better prepared and
supported. Innovative SD (𝛽=35.81) and creative IE (𝛽=38.51) in-
creased initiativeness. This could be accounted to allowing users to
feel like they could produce unique value proposition, increasing
their motivation to initiate negotiations. While mutual IE (𝛽=–5.16),
reduced initiativeness, likely because mutual approaches require
consensus from the other party, making users hesitant to initiate, as
they perceive a joint agreement is required. Holistic OA (𝛽=–34.37)
reduced initiativeness, suggesting that a comprehensive outcome
analysis could create analysis paralysis due to the complexity of
factors involved in turn with potential outcomes, making the pro-
cess of initiating a negotiation overwhelming to start with. Pre-task
initiativeness also significantly predicted post-task scores (𝛽=0.63).

4.2.3 Lexico-Semantic Evaluations. Next, we conducted lexico-semantic
comparisons in the interactions with Trucey and ChatGPT. We
drew on prior work [38, 120] to operationalize and measure several

lexico-semantic measures. Table 7 summarizes the differences in
AI’s language as well as the users’ language in interactions with the
AIs. We describe the operationalizations and observations below:
Verbosity. The quantity of language, or verbosity, has been linked
to perceived quality and emotional depth in support exchanges [58,
122]. We operationalized verbosity as the total word count per
interaction turn. We find that Trucey’s responses were 168% less
verbose compared to ChatGPT’s responses with a very large effect
size (Cohen’s 𝑑=-4.14) and statistical significance (𝑡=27.55, 𝑝<0.05).
Similar pattern was also followed in the users’ responses to the
AI, with queries to Trucey were 20% less verbose in comparison to
those to ChatGPT (Cohen’s 𝑑=-0.37).
Readability. Readability reflects the ease with which text can be
comprehended [96, 146]. We used the Fleisch-Kincaid Readability
Ease [53], which calculates readability based on the formula: 206.835
- 1.015 ( total words

total sentence ) - 84.6 (
total syllables
total words )

Higher readability ease indicates that the writing is easier to read.
Trucey responses showed significantly higher readability scores
(Truceymean = 80.00) than ChatGPT responses (mean = 68.46), with
a very large effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=2.17). This means that Trucey’s
responses had lower linguistic sophistication than ChatGPT’s re-
sponses, andwere easier to comprehendwith lower levels of English
education. That said, the language of participants’ queries to both
Trucey and ChatGPT showed no significant differences.
Repeatability. Repeatability, operationalized as the normalized
frequency of non-unique words per sentence, serves as a measure
of redundancy in written expression [48, 123]. Although repetition
may reinforce key ideas, excessive use of the same words can reflect
reduced linguistic precision. Trucey responses showed significantly
lower (-8.55%) repeatability compared to ChatGPT responses with
large effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=-1.17). This may be aligned with the
notion that Trucey was more specific and specialized to negoti-
ation rehearsal, whereas ChatGPT, being more generic, showed
tendency toward reiterative phrasing. Interestingly, the language of
users’ queries showed an opposite pattern—users showed 11% more
repetitive language in their queries to Trucey than to ChatGPT.
Complexity. Linguistic complexity captures the degree of syntactic
and lexical sophistication and has been linked to cognitive effort in
communication [86]. We quantified complexity using the average
length of words per sentence [48]. We find that Trucey’s responses
were 2.84% less complex compared to ChatGPT’s responses with
a large effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=-0.67). The users’ queries to Trucey
and ChatGPT did not show any statistically significant difference.
Categorical-Dynamic Index (CDI). Language style can be con-
ceptualized along a spectrum from categorical (structured and
analytic) to dynamic (personal and narrative-driven) [110]. The
Categorical-Dynamic Index (CDI) captures this continuum using
the formula:
CDI = (30 + articles + prepositions - personal pronouns - impersonal pronouns
- auxiliary verbs - conjunctions - adverbs - negations).

Higher CDI indicates a categorical style of writing, and a lower
CDI indicates a dynamic or narrative style of writing. We computed
CDI scores using LIWC-derived part-of-speech frequencies [141].
Interestingly Trucey showed a significantly lower CDI (by -30%)



compared to ChatGPT with a large effect size (𝑑=-0.76). This indi-
cates that Trucey’s language was significantly more dynamic and
conversational in style than ChatGPT. However, users’ queries to
both Trucey and ChatGPT did not show any statistical significance.
Politeness. Politeness contributes to rapport and trust in thera-
peutic and peer-support conversations [19]. We used a pre-trained
classifier [135] that assigns a politeness score between 0 and 1.
Trucey responses were significantly more polite (by 1.55%) than
ChatGPT responses with medium effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=0.56). How-
ever, the language of users’ queries to both the AIs did not show
any significant differences.
Formality. Formality reflects sociolinguistic variation and has
been linked to contextual appropriateness and audience expecta-
tions [69, 90]. We employed a RoBERTa-based classifier [6] trained
on the GYAFC (Grammarly’s Yahoo Answers Formality Corpus)
dataset [109, 114], which assigns a probability score (0 to 1) reflect-
ing linguistic formality. Trucey responses showed a significantly
lower (by -21%) formality than ChatGPT responses with very large
effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=-1.73). This suggests that Trucey’s tone was
more casual—plausibly due to our fine-tuning by incorporating
negotiation framework elements [15].
Empathy. Empathy is central to supportive communication and is
defined as the expression of understanding, validation, and emo-
tional resonance [68, 125]. We used a RoBERTa-based empathy
model fine-tuned on responses to emotionally evocative content [20,
139]. Here, Trucey responses showed significantly lower (by -11.36%)
lower empathy than ChatGPT responses with large effect size (Co-
hen’s 𝑑=-1.35). Recent research has shown how LLms are increas-
ingly capable of simulating empathetic language [74, 83, 150]—
however, while incorporating a theory-driven negotiation approach,
we did not explicitly fine-tune (or prompt) Trucey to be empathetic
to users’ queries. This lower empathy can also be tied to the design
choice in Trucey, where the simulated supervisor was intentionally
configured to act mean and resistant in order to create a challenging
negotiation context. That said, the users’ queries to both AIs did
not show any statistically significant differences.
Persuasiveness. Persuasiveness is central to encouraging behavior
change and fosteringmotivation in support-oriented discourse [140].
We applied a pre-trained persuasiveness classifier [148] that scores
text on a continuous scale from 0 to 1. We found that Trucey re-
sponses showed higher persuasiveness (by 2%) than ChatGPT re-
sponses with medium effect size (Cohen’s 𝑑=0.66). This may reflect
that Trucey was likely more assertive than ChatGPT, which may
have exhibited more neutral, generic, and cautious language. In
contrast, the persuasiveness exhibited in users’ queries to both AIs
did not show any significant differences.

Theory-driven AI coaching produces context-dependent psy-
chological benefits that differ from ChatGPT and Handbook. Trucey
most effectively reduced negotiation fear through accessible, theory-
integrated interactions, while all interventions universally improved
willingness to initiate negotiations. However, regression analysis
revealed a critical trade-off: Trucey enhanced outcomes for struc-
tured negotiation approaches but sometimes undermined creative
strategies, suggesting that incremental theoretical guidance con-
flicts with exploratory styles. Linguistically, Trucey’s intentionally

challenging yet accessible design—lower empathy but higher read-
ability and theory integration—explains this pattern. The core find-
ing: theory-driven coaching creates a preparation paradox where
realistic challenge effectively reduces anxiety through structured
exposure but may constrain confidence in creative contexts. This
suggests that AI negotiation coaching influences psychological
readiness most positively when theoretical scaffolding aligns with
structured preparation needs, but may require design adaptations
to support diverse negotiation approaches.

5 RQ2: Participant Perspectives About
(AI-Driven) Negotiation Coaching

We qualitatively analyzed our semi-structured interviews data. The
interviews were transcribed by an AI companion and manually
reviewed by the researchers. First, we conducted an exploratory in-
ductive coding to develop a codebook, and then conducted reflexive
thematic analysis [14]. The analysis of our semi-structured inter-
view data allowed us to understand user experiences with different
coaching approaches. Through iterative reading and comparison
across transcript, three major themes with distinct sub themes.

This hierarchical analytical framework enabled the identification
of participants’ strategic orientations and the underlying rationale
for their chosen approaches during AI coach interactions. This
analysis revealed how participants’ experiences and interactions
were influenced by psychological barriers (if any). We found three
major themes: 1) Preference for informational autonomy, 2) Cogni-
tive load management under preparation stress, and 3) Rehearsal
acceptance divide. We describe these themes and corresponding
sub-themes in the following subsections.

5.1 Preference for Informational Autonomy
Research on learner autonomy has demonstrated that satisfying
user’s autonomy needs enhances both satisfaction and learning
effectiveness [72]. Our analysis revealed that informational auton-
omy, the ability to maintain control over when, how and at what
pace users consumed preparation guidance, emerged as a funda-
mental driver to a user’s coaching tool preference. This superseded
any technical features or interactive capabilities.

Participants consistently emphasized their need to “skim through
everything” and access “bullet points” for effective navigation. This
autonomy manifested through two distinct strategies that partic-
ipants used to maintain agency over their preparation processes,
each reflecting relationships with technology-mediated learning.

5.1.1 Maximum Autonomy Through Comprehensive Control. Six
participants (P6, P7, P8, P10, P12, P15) prioritized tools that provided
immediate and unmediated access to expert knowledge. They val-
ued the Handbook’s structural affordances for complete user control,
viewing external mediation as a barrier rather than a benefit. Their
preference reflected deeper needs for informational autonomy—
direct possession of knowledge rather than a technology- depen-
dent access.

Participants describedwanting “everything in front of you” when
comparing Handbook to the AI-driven interaction (Trucey and
ChatGPT). P15’s spatial metaphor captured this preference: compar-
ing the Handbook to “having a printed map versus Google Maps”
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Table 7: Comparison of lexico-semantic measures in the language of interactions with Trucey and ChatGPT.

Metric Trucey ChatGPT Mean Δ% Cohen’s 𝑑 t-test
Linguistic Structure
Verbosity: AI 135.68 363.45 -167.88 -4.14 27.55 ***
Verbosity: User 46.89 56.54 -20.58 -0.37 2.45 **
Readability: AI 80.00 68.46 14.43 2.17 -14.42 ***
Readability: User 72.77 70.74 2.79 0.09 -0.61
Repeatability: AI 0.65 0.70 -8.55 -1.17 7.77 ***
Repeatability: User 0.43 0.38 11.30 0.42 -2.76 **
Complexity: AI 3.91 4.02 -2.84 -0.67 4.45 ***
Complexity: User 3.98 3.94 0.95 -0.10 -0.65
Linguistic Style
Categorical Dynamic Index (CDI): AI 9.57 13.66 -29.93 -0.76 -10.32 ***
Categorical Dynamic Index (CDI): User 14.52 15.07 -3.65 -0.04 -0.59
Politeness: AI 0.98 0.97 1.55 0.56 -3.74 ***
Politeness: User 0.94 0.92 1.80 0.21 -1.39
Formality: AI 0.68 0.82 -20.98 -1.73 11.49 ***
Formality: User 0.79 0.81 -2.43 -0.12 0.81
Empathy: AI 0.72 0.80 -11.36 -1.35 8.99 ***
Empathy: User 0.83 0.81 1.75 0.23 -1.55
Persuasiveness: AI 0.88 0.87 2.10 0.66 -4.40 ***
Persuasiveness: User 0.88 0.87 1.13 0.20 -1.33
Linguistic Adaptability
Linguistic Style Accommodation 0.57 0.60 -5.16 -0.08 -1.10

where comprehensive visibility of options trumped interactive guid-
ance. This complete control allowed users to navigate preparation
content according to their own cognitive rhythms and priorities.

The rejection of AI interaction requirements, system-driven en-
gagement, and user-driven preparation. Participants characterized
their approach through “personality-based” preferences, with some
explicitly stating they “can’t endlessly chat with an AI assistant.”
Rather than engaging with interactive processes, these participants
preferred to “just read this and call it a day,” viewing additional in-
teractions as cognitive overhead rather than value-added guidance.

This pattern reflects what Fischer characterizes as a shift from
passive consumermindsets toward informed participation [51]. Rather
than accepting AI-mediated guidance as passive recipients, par-
ticipants sought direct access to comprehensive knowledge that
enabled active, self-directed preparation. Their preference for in-
formational autonomy represents informed participation, a need to
take control of both content access and problem-solving strategies
rather than following system-imposed workflows.

For example, P12 showed interest in receiving the handbook,
demonstrating an active stance toward knowledge acquisition, mov-
ing beyond consumption toward empowered engagement with
preparation resources:

“I want this [negotiation Handbook] file. Do you mind
sending it to me?” –P12

5.1.2 Strategic Autonomy Through Controlled Technology Integra-
tion. Four participants (P11, P13, P14, and P15) expressed an alter-
native autonomy strategy that extends Fischer’s informed participa-
tion framework in a different direction [51]. Rather than rejecting
AI interventions entirely, they developed sophisticated methods
to maintain agency while strategically leveraging current AI ca-
pabilities. These users demonstrated that empowered engagement
with technology can be performed through controlled integration
approaches that preserve user sovereignty over the preparation pro-
cess. They emphasized the importance of maintaining autonomy
while interacting with AI systems, positioning them not as sources

of passive guidance but as controlled tools for generating choices.
This approach was particularly highlighted when users would like
ChatGPT, which gave them “more control” as it gave them “multiple
options.” This strategy highlights how participants actively chose
to express interest in partaking in systems that provided multi-
ple pathways, allowing them to exercise informed choice among
AI-generated alternatives.

Furthermore, participants presented their thoughts on sophisti-
cated hybrid workflows that allowed them to maintain autonomy
over content selection and structural sequencing. P15 described
a systematic approach: “I’d start with the Handbook, and then
practice with Trucey three or four times.” This demonstrates how
participants established foundational knowledge before engaging
with interactive AI systems, maintaining control over timing and
frequency. For instance, P13 outlined a strategic multi-system se-
quencing:

“I would first like a frameworkwith headings, then ChatGPT
when it provides more details, and then finally, the simu-
lation part.” –P13

Similarly, P14 emphasized targeted engagement as they would
like “to hone in to specific areas of concern.” These strategies demon-
strate how participants maintained agency by strategically deploy-
ing different AI capabilities for specific preparation objectives rather
than following system-designed workflows.

Together, these strategies demonstrate that information auton-
omy was one of the fundamental driver of coaching tool preference,
creating two distinct but complementary approaches. Whether
through direct knowledge ownership or controlled AI integration,
participants consistently prioritized maintaining agency over their
preparation process, showcasing a move from passive consumption
towards informed participation [51].

While AI systems were positioned as flexible, controlled com-
ponents, the handbook uniquely satisfied the dominant autonomy
need for complete user control. This pattern validates prior research
showing that satisfying autonomy needs enhances both satisfaction
and learning effectiveness, extending these findings to workplace



AI coaching contexts. The handbook’s dominance in PEU (Table 3)
observed earlier reflects the centrality of informational autonomy
in structuring negotiation preparation, regardless of users’ specific
autonomy strategy.

5.2 Cognitive Load Management Under
Preparation Stress

Research on fear and information seeking demonstrates that when
individuals cannot avoid aversive events, they seek information
to mitigate anticipated stress, with complete information reducing
fear more effectively than partial information [116]. Cognitive load
theory further indicates that anxiety and stress reduce working
memory capacity, making information processing more challenging
precisely when support is most needed [106].

Our participants demonstrated acute sensitivity to information
density and presentation format, particularly when experiencing
negotiation-related anxiety in preparation.

5.2.1 Stress-Sensitive Information Processing Requirements. Four
participants (P6, P8, P10, P13) explicitly connected information den-
sity to their emotional state and preparation effectiveness. They
valued condensed, visually organized content that minimized cog-
nitive processing burden during high-stress preparation periods.
Participants expressed strong preferences for “skimmable” content
and “bullet points” over verbose formats. P10 contrasted format
effectiveness:

“ChatGPT is hard to get info in that wall of text. Here, it’s
all points. You can skim effectively. The Handbook tells
you the same thing with less fluff.” –P10

The stress-sensitive nature of negotiation preparation reveals
deeper psychological mechanisms behind information preferences.
Research shows that individuals facing unavoidable aversive events
seek comprehensive information to reduce anxiety, with complete
information proving more effective than partial information in mit-
igating fear responses [116]. Additionally, P10 connected verbosity
to emotional stating that if they’re anxious, they wouldn’t like
to “read such long messages.” P13 expressed similar constraints,
“don’t have time to read this much.” These responses reflect an anx-
iety driven need for immediate, comprehensive information access
rather than effortful information construction through AI dialogue,
which requires higher information processing.

This pattern suggests that cognitive constraints become more
pronounced under preparation anxiety, with perceived time pres-
sure compounding cognitive load challenges and making concise
presentation crucial for tool acceptance during high-stress periods.

5.2.2 Information Architecture and Workflow Alignment Needs.
Two participants (P13, P14) demonstrated sensitivity to information
sequencing and search optimization, revealing expectations about
how guidance should align with natural preparation workflows
rather than system-convenient delivery patterns.

P13 critiqued AI systems’ temporal mismatch: "When I’m start-
ing the conversation, the first message is also talking about follow-
ing up [after negotiation] and be open to feedback. These things
should come much later." This highlights the importance of informa-
tion architecture that matches users’ mental models of preparation
sequences rather than system-convenient delivery orders.

Participants also valued tools that reduced "mental burden" and
"effort" in locating relevant information. They preferred a mini-
mized cognitive overhead in information seeking with a higher
preference to comprehensive information tools, contrasting AI’s se-
quential delivery with the handbook’s efficient search capabilities.

These preferences challenge AI design approaches emphasizing
scaffolding and incremental knowledge building.When participants
expressed they “feel like I don’t have time to read this much” or
preferred to “just read this and call it a day,” they rejected interaction
patterns that scaffolding AI requires.

These findings reveal a fundamental mismatch between current
AI design thinking and user preferences in high-stakes preparation
contexts. Current approaches emphasize “incremental construction
of context and ideas through conversation” and “small information
chunks” to reduce cognitive overload [16]. This approach assumes
gradual information building creates more “cognitively manage-
able and emotionally sensitive dialogue.” However, our participants
directly contradicted these assumptions, seeking immediate access
to comprehensive information rather than conversational layer-
ing. They preferred to “just read this and call it a day” rather than
engage in sustained dialogue.

5.3 The Rehearsal Acceptance Divide:
Authenticity Versus Technical Capability

The concept of AI-mediated rehearsal revealed fundamental philo-
sophical differences about the nature of negotiation preparation
and the role of simulation in skill development. Research on demon-
strates that complex skills develop through deliberate practice with
systemic variation and simulation based learning produces large
positive effects on skill development [25, 40]. Yet, our participants
demonstrated a clear divide regarding whether AI systems could
provide authentic enough practice experiences. This divide cen-
tered not on system quality but on deeper questions about whether
AI-mediated practice could address the inherently human and un-
predictable aspects of workplace negotiations.

5.3.1 Conditional Acceptance Through Technical Enhancement Path-
ways. Five participants (P6, P9, P13, P14, P15) accepted rehearsal as
conceptually valid but identified specific limitations that prevented
current systems from reaching their potential. They consistently
requested more “challenging scenarios” and “stricter pushbacks”
rather than systems that were “too optimistic.” , believing Trucey
was too “agreeable”. P6 emphasized this need “I want Trucey to
be like you cannot say no to me.” This desire for realistic difficulty
reflected their understanding that effective rehearsal should chal-
lenge and frustrate them, simulating the difficult dynamics rather
than providing artificial optimism.

These participants conceptualized rehearsal as requiring iterative
practice with consistent personality modeling rather than single
interactions. They wanted AI systems that would challenge and
frustrate them, simulating the difficult dynamics they expected in
real workplace negotiations. Furthermore, they framed rehearsal
as requiring repeated practice and exposure to varied scenarios to
build confidence and adaptability, equating to “mock interviews.”
However, this was often contingent on the technical accuracy of
the roleplay.
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The conditional acceptance was reinforced by our quantita-
tive findings, showcasing how exposure through interaction with
Trucey, led to a reduction in fear. This aligns with research that
varied stimulus exposure in controlled environments leads to fear
reduction [119]. The observed anxiety reduction appeared to re-
flect a Dunning-Kruger correction, where initial overconfidence
gave way to more accurate self-assessment after experiencing ne-
gotiation complexity [43, 65]. Rather than abandoning rehearsal,
participants responded by seeking more challenging scenarios that
matched their revised understanding of negotiation difficulty.

5.3.2 Fundamental Rejection Despite Transfer Learning Evidence.
Six participants (P5, P7, P8, P10, P11, P12) explicitly rejected re-
hearsal regardless of potential benefits, perceiving AI-mediated
practice as fundamentally inadequate for negotiation preparation.
Prior work has shown that simulation effects do not guarantee
transfer to real-world performance contexts [63], and this transfer
uncertainty appeared to shape participants’ evaluation of rehearsal
value.

Their rejection centered on concerns that AI could not simulate
the “unpredictability” and embodied psychological states inherent
in workplace negotiations. Participants emphasized that AI failed
to account for scenarios where people might “panic, shut down, or
freeze” under pressure, or when someone might go into “fight or
flight mode” during actual conversations. P10 captured this core
limitation:

“It doesn’t simulate scenarios like you might potentially
panic or you might shut down, you might freeze. If you
go into a fight or flight mode in the middle of the actual
conversation, no AI can predict that.” –P10

Beyond physiological responses, participants questionedwhether
rehearsal could address the fundamental “uncertainty of what will
actually happen” in real negotiations, arguing that even extensive
rehearsal sessions represented only narrow subsets of possible
workplace dynamics. Participants also experienced discomfort with
AI interaction itself, trusting their own experiential knowledge
over simulation and viewing rehearsal as introducing “unnecessary
complexity”. Some described feeling “framed” by systems that cre-
ated bidirectional prompting relationships, with one noting that
“the simulation part pissed me off.” This rejection pattern reveals
that for these participants, authentic preparation required human
interaction and real-world unpredictability that could not be mean-
ingfully reproduced through simulation, regardless of technical
sophistication or demonstrated benefits such as fear reduction.

Individuals perceive theory driven AI negotiation coaching tools
through the lens of informational autonomy and preparation con-
text. Despite, Trucey’s theoretical grounding, participants priori-
tized maintaining control over their process, often preferring access
to immediate comprehensive information access over AI-mediated
guidance. User acceptance of AI solutions hinged on autonomy
preservation and cognitive load management under stress than
on theoretical sophistication with a fundamental divide emerging
around whether AI could authentically simulate workplace negoti-
ation dynamics.

6 Discussion
Theworkplace is rapidly evolvingwith the adoption of AI to support
professional communication, from drafting emails to rehearsing dif-
ficult conversations. Our work situates the AI-powered negotiation
coach (Trucey) within this ecosystem of AI-Mediated Communi-
cation (AIMC), extending its scope to negotiation rehearsal and
psychological preparedness. While the popular assumption and
hype emphasize AI’s ability to enhance efficiency and personal-
ization, our findings reveal a more nuanced picture: the benefits
of AI in negotiation preparation are highly contingent on users’
needs, emotional states, time constraints, and perceptions of au-
thenticity. Contributing to HCI and CSCW debates on AI in socially
complex, high-stakes interactions, we show that an AI’s value is
situated rather than universal. We discuss our implications through
four lenses: reframing cognitive load theory for stress-sensitive
contexts, examining authenticity and adaptation as boundaries of
AI acceptance, considering methodological, social, workplace, and
policy implications, and deriving design implications for autonomy,
scaffolding, holistic preparation, and adaptive architectures.

6.1 Reframing Cognitive Load Theory and AI’s
Situated Utility in Stress-Sensitive Contexts

Our findings highlight the utility of traditional, low-interaction
learning modalities. Analogous to reading a textbook, a comprehen-
sive Handbook often imposes intrinsically lower cognitive load for
direct information acquisition [103]. This theoretical contribution
reframes the optimal role of AI as being situated rather than univer-
sal: its value lies in easing extraneous cognitive factors in specific
contexts, rather than always replacing direct content access.

Extending traditional cognitive load theory [137], which primar-
ily focuses on the germane load, our study contextualized a critical,
underexplored dimension in human-AI interactions—the influence
of stress-sensitive, anxiety-inducing contexts on user tolerance.
Participants described how AI interaction requirements (e.g., query
formulation, response parsing) imposed significant cognitive load,
which was exacerbated by emotional states and time constraints.
Our regression analyses (Section 4.2.2) support this observation:
while structured AI guidance generally improved self-efficacy and
empowerment, it can increase cognitive load in scenarios need-
ing integrative or creative thinking, highlighting that stepwise
support may conflict with users’ need for flexible, open-ended rea-
soning under stress. This finding challenges the assumption that
AI universally reduces effort or enhances efficiency in learning and
preparation tools.

Consequently, our work urges researchers in human-AI collab-
orative systems to rethink traditional cognitive load frameworks
to account for this dynamic interplay of emotional states and time
constraints. In light of these findings, our work advocates for a
new pedagogical lens that emphasizes a theoretical framework
prioritizing cognitive load optimization by actively managing ex-
traneous factors. This reorientation is crucial for both designing
more effective AI systems and fostering a nuanced understanding
of how cognitive resources are allocated and managed across high-
stakes contexts, presenting a wide spectrum of user emotional and
temporal conditions.



6.2 AI’s Situated Role: Authenticity, Acceptance,
and Socio-Technical Adaptation

Our findings reveal a critical theoretical boundary in AI acceptance,
contributing to theories on user acceptance, particularly in simula-
tion fidelity [24, 63]. Prior work shows that the effects of simulation
do not necessarily transfer to real-world contexts [63], and recent
research highlights the limitations of LLM-based simulations—such
as lack of diversity [24] and gaps between evaluation settings and
real interactions [154]. Participants in our study echoed similar con-
cerns, perceiving AI-mediated rehearsal as inadequate not only for
technical reasons but also due to psychological barriers tied to the
authenticity of practice experiences. This underscores the need to
investigate how authenticity concerns manifest across preparation
contexts and whether hybrid approaches (e.g., combining AI with
peer rehearsal) might mitigate these limitations.

Yet, despite these authenticity-related limitations, AI coaching
provides unique preparation advantages. Our findings in Section( 4.2.2)
demonstrate measurable benefits, with tools such as Trucey signif-
icantly improving user’s confidence, reducing fear, and increasing
willingness to initiate a negotiation. These were particularly strong
in strategic contexts, where AI tools can help break down problems
and allow users to perceive information dynamically. Furthermore,
AI also offers consistent availability for practice, especially in sen-
sitive workplace scenarios that either cannot easily be shared with
colleagues or friends or in which they may be unwilling or uncom-
fortable to engage. Additionally, AI can reliably provide challeng-
ing, adversarial scenarios without social consequences, something
human practice partners often avoid to preserve relationships. Fi-
nally, AI addresses scalability and accessibility barriers, providing
structured preparation support to workers who lack access to pro-
fessional coaching or willing practice partners.

Taken together, our work calls for rethinking how AI adaptation
mechanisms can be designed for socially complex, high stakes in-
teractions. While current LLM prompting techniques optimize for
structured reasoning, workplace negotiations demand sensitivity
to power asymmetry, relational dynamics, and emotional nuances.
By embedding these dimensions directly interaction design enables
adaptation to function as a mechanism for operationalizing social
theories within AI-mediated interactions. Therefore, our work ar-
gues for theorized adaptation practices—moving beyond technical
tuning toward encoding social science insights into input-output
structuring—so that AI can better scaffold negotiation readiness in
authentic, context-sensitive ways.

6.3 Methodological, Policy, and Workplace
Implications

From a methodological perspective, our work provides preliminary
insights into how prompt engineering can serve as a lightweight,
cost-effective alternative to model fine-tuning and retraining. This
is particularly important given the resource constraints many or-
ganizations and researchers face in customizing large models for
specific social use cases. By embedding domain knowledge, social
theory, and user context directly into prompts, we show how mean-
ingful interactional shifts can be achieved without modifying the
underlying model. This approach not only enhances customization

but also supports rapid prototyping and deployment of socially at-
tuned AI tools across diverse workplace settings. Methodologically,
this points toward a broader agenda in CSCW and HCI research:
treating prompts as socio-technical scaffolds that mediate interac-
tion, rather than as mere technical levers for content generation.

Further, our study offers a reusable and adaptable approach for
AI-mediated rehearsal in professional contexts—such as preparing
for difficult conversations with managers or navigating conflict in
team settings. Extending beyond negotiation, this approach can
also benefit domains such as career coaching, leadership training,
or mental health support, where users must manage stigma, rela-
tional asymmetries, and emotionally fraught interactions. At the
same time, social risks remain. AI-generated outputs are known to
reproduce patterns of linguistic and social bias from their training
data [9, 70]. In negotiation contexts, this could skew the way author-
ity, assertiveness, or politeness are modeled, shaping users’ sense of
agency or reinforcing harmful communicative patterns. Moreover,
such technologies may disproportionately benefit individuals with
high digital fluency or culturally dominant communication styles,
while others—such as non-native speakers or underrepresented
groups—may struggle to align their intentions with biased outputs
or develop over-reliance on AI-generated suggestions.

From a workplace perspective, these dynamics highlight both op-
portunities and challenges for AI-mediated communication (AIMC) [28,
34, 38, 79, 80]. Tools like Trucey can scaffold negotiation prepa-
ration, boost confidence, and reduce fear, contributing to more
equitable participation in high-stakes interactions. Yet they also
raise concerns around bias, trust, accessibility, and cultural variance.
Organizational hierarchies and cultural norms shape what counts
as “appropriate” negotiation—whether assertiveness, hierarchy, or
collaboration—and AI systems not calibrated to these contexts risk
privileging dominant strategies while marginalizing others [34, 35].
Importantly, AI negotiation tools should not be seen as productivity
enhancers for employers, but as user-facing supports for empower-
ment, inclusion, and resilience. Their value lies in enabling workers
to prepare more confidently and equitably, while organizational
policies and infrastructures can play a supporting role in ensuring
such tools are accessible, trustworthy, and responsibly integrated
into professional development ecosystems.

Taken together, these implications suggest that the development
of AI coaching tools for workplace communication must proceed
with attention to methodological rigor, social equity, and institu-
tional accountability. Methodologically, lightweight but theory-
informed prompt engineering offers a promising pathway for rapid,
context-sensitive customization. Socially, systems must be designed
to mitigate bias, support marginalized users, and accommodate di-
verse cultural norms of communication. At the workplace level, AI
negotiation tools should be understood not merely as productivity
aids, but as user-facing supports for empowerment, inclusion, and
resilience. Their value lies in enabling workers to prepare more
confidently and equitably for high-stakes interactions, while organi-
zational policies and training infrastructures can play a supporting
role in ensuring such tools are accessible, trustworthy, and respon-
sibly integrated into professional development ecosystems.
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6.4 Design Implications
6.4.1 Designing for Autonomy Needs . Participants operated under
specific contextual pressures that revealed fundamental mismatches
between conversational AI and workplace preparation needs (Sec-
tion 5.1). When preparing for negotiations with supervisors, manag-
ing performance anxiety, and working within constrained windows,
participants preferred comprehensive, readily accessible materials
over conversational engagement. They wanted direct informational
access that could be stored, reused, and revisited, rather than frag-
mented back-and-forth dialogue. This underscores a critical need
for AI coaching tools to provide efficient, contextualized knowledge
delivery tailored for high-stakes negotiation preparation.

Literature on repository-based knowledge systems has shown
how information retrieval and content curation can support au-
tonomy and re-usability [66]. Such systems could prompt users
for explicit situational parameters (e.g., power dynamics, relation-
ship type, stakes level) rather than relying solely on automatic
inference, thereby increasing reliability and transparency. Based
on these user inputs, AI can generate multiple options organized
by theoretical frameworks—for example, integrative methods for
collaborative contexts, distributive strategies for competitive situa-
tions, and principled approaches for complex dynamics [52]. This
preserves user autonomy while leveraging AI’s ability to curate and
organize expert knowledge. Delivering this content in exportable
formats (e.g., documents, slide decks) further supports offline ac-
cess and long-term retention, which participants highlighted as
essential for workplace preparation.

6.4.2 Context-Sensitive Scaffolding for Cognitive Load Management.
Participants demonstrated stress-sensitive information processing
patterns, highlighting a need for technology to adapt to cognitive
load and time constraints. For example, a user with ample time may
engage more deeply, while those facing immediate deadlines may
express frustration with cognitively demanding interactions.

To address these stress-sensitive needs and decrease cognitive
load, our work inspires designing innovative AI coaching archi-
tecture featuring dynamic and context-sensitive scaffolding. This
aligns with cognitive load theory [137] and research on guided in-
struction [85], which show that structuring tasks reduces overload.
Such tools can additionally incorporate flexibility modes, so that
the user also has options to toggle what kind of information gath-
ering they are looking for at a particular time. A binary scaffolding
mode can be offered: streamlined versus detailed. The streamlined
mode would deliver concise outlines of negotiation components
and prioritized action steps, minimizing back-and-forth interaction
for users already experiencing overload. The detailed mode would
provide deeper theoretical grounding, case examples, and strate-
gic frameworks for those with time to engage. Clear demarcation
of preparation stages further reduces complexity, breaking down
tasks into manageable units and surfacing only the most relevant
information at each step. Similar adaptive scaffolding approaches
have been explored in conversational AI for customer service [152],
suggesting feasibility in negotiation coaching contexts.

6.4.3 Integrated Stages for Holistic Preparation and Psychological
Resilience. Building on capabilities such as strategic advice and
AI-powered role-based simulation showcased by Trucey, future

technologies can integrate distinct stages for holistic preparation—
addressing both tactical and psychological sides of negotiation.
Beyond generating strategies, such tools can incorporate structured
reflection sessions after practice interactions. These reflections can
aim to empower users to process emotional responses to prepara-
tion scenarios, pinpoint specific moments where confidence wa-
vered, and develop targeted strategies for subsequent preparation
cycles.

By serving as a continuous repository of learning and self-reflection,
AI coaching tools can transcend beyond short-term and immedi-
ate support tools to become longer-term skill-building assistants
throughout an individual’s professional journey. This dual focus
on tactical mastery and resilience aligns with evidence that nego-
tiation training has sustained effects only when reinforced longi-
tudinally [153]. Such technologies can uniquely bridge unilateral
self-preparation (repository and reflection) with bilateral interac-
tion (simulation and feedback), optimizing for long-term learning
outcomes. Integrating wellbeing-support modules, such as stress
regulation strategies could further enhance psychological resilience,
connecting to literature on emotion regulation in high-stakes work
contexts [38, 61].

6.4.4 Adaptive Information Architecture for User Autonomy and
Learning Strategies. Multiple participants emphasized a need for
integrating multiple AI tools into a personalized preparation work-
flow. This motivates a design consideration for AI coaching systems
to provide an adaptive information architecture. Rather than pre-
scribing a single interaction mode, AI tools can function more as
intelligent, adaptable platforms where users can construct their
own information pipelines—and such a design will also respect and
empower users’ autonomy in defining their learning strategies.

The above architecture prioritizes user agency by allowing ex-
plicit sequencing and combination of system components— com-
prehensive handbooks, simulations, strategic guidance, theoretical
framings, or reflection modules. Research on learning personaliza-
tion in intelligent tutoring systems supports this approach, show-
ing that explicit control over scaffolding fosters greater motivation
and engagement [3]. For users preferring interactive engagement,
the system could provide dynamic recommendations informed by
topic modeling (e.g., urgent need for information) or tonal anal-
ysis (e.g., desire for empathy and reassurance). In this way, the
system becomes responsive to both situational context and user
state, ensuring content delivery aligns with immediate needs while
preserving overall autonomy. Integrating with external ecosystems
(e.g., calendars, email, or document repositories) would further
embed coaching workflows into users’ daily [30].

6.5 Limitations and Future Directions
Our work has limitations, which also suggest interesting directions
for future research. We did not place participants in an actual ne-
gotiation experience. Although our approach provided controlled
insights into user perceptions and preparatory behaviors, future
studies could create AI simulations of managers or supervisors with
reward and resistance strategies to approximate real negotiations.
Such settings would allow for richer evaluation of how AI coaching
holds up in authentic, multi-turn, and high-stakes exchanges.



Again, participants may not have had an immediate need to ne-
gotiate at the time of the study. Although this allowed us to capture
baseline perceptions of usefulness, it also limits ecological validity.
Future research should evaluate AI coaching with participants fac-
ing real, imminent negotiation demands, where motivation, stakes,
and outcomes are directly relevant to their workplace contexts. As
with many studies in this space, our experimental study relied on a
crowd sample (from Prolific) which constrains the generalizability
of findings, as crowd participants may differ from professionals
actively engaged in workplace negotiations, particularly in organi-
zational role, cultural background, and lived experiences of power
asymmetry. To complement this, we conducted a smaller qualitative
study with 15 participants to gain deeper insights into how individ-
uals navigated the system. However, because recruitment occurred
through our social media and our LinkedIn networks, this pool was
disproportionately composed of individuals from engineering and
technology backgrounds, further limiting diversity of perspectives.
Extending this line of work with field studies in organizational
contexts would provide stronger ecological grounding.

Finally, while our findings suggest promising directions for
prompt engineering as socio-technical scaffolding, the effectiveness
of this approach in more ambiguous, multi-turn real-world con-
versations remains an open question. Future work should extend
evaluation through live user studies across diverse workplace nego-
tiations, coupled with expert assessments of negotiation quality and
outcomes. This line of research could also explore cross-cultural
variation in role expectations, tone perceptions, and power dy-
namics, as well as integrate prompt scaffolding into collaborative
workplace tools. More broadly, future studies should theorize how
conversational AI can act not only as coaches but also as media-
tors in other sensitive and asymmetric social interactions, such as
performance reviews or conflict resolution.

7 Conclusion
This study studied AI’s role in workplace negotiation preparation
by empirically comparing a theory-driven AI coach (Trucey), a
general-purposeAI (ChatGPT), and a traditional handbook (Handbook).
Across 𝑁=267 participants and 𝑁=15 semi-structured interviews,
we found that Trucey significantly reduced negotiation-related fear,
yet the handbook consistently outperformed both AIs in usabil-
ity and psychological empowerment by providing comprehensive,
reviewable content that bolstered confidence. Interviews further
revealed a trade-off: participants valued AI’s availability and re-
hearsal opportunities; however, its fragmented, verbose guidance
often imposed additional cognitive burden, leaving them uncer-
tain or overwhelmed. We discussed how our findings challenge
assumptions of AI superiority and point toward hybrid designs
that combine the structured clarity of handbooks with the adaptive
rehearsal capabilities of AI. More broadly, our work reframes AI’s
role as situated and contingent, most valuable when systems reduce
extraneous cognitive load, respect users’ psychological needs, and
scaffold autonomy in high-stakes workplace interactions.
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