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Type of contribution & main idea Interaction design/usage strategy Intermediary task outcomes Final task outcomes How do people’s goals 'interact with'

We propose seneca, a personalized conversational
planner that helps knowledge workers plan, execute,
and reflect on their work.

We describe this architecture and outline an evaluation
strategy combining automated testing and longitudinal
human studies.

The AI tool's key characteristics

seneca combines the advantages of three existing tools:

Books on Productivity:

Books like Cal Newport's Deep Work contain valuable
tips and frameworks, but readers often struggle to put
those into practice.

Interaction & outcomes

How people use and
interact with the Al
tool for a specific
activity (first column)
and what outcomes
this provides,
enables, or leads to
(second and third
column).

The 'objective' quality

seneca supports the user with planning, doing,
and reflecting on their work. Specifically, it helps
the user to:

+ Schedule tasks with realistic time boxes

« Divide tasks into manageable chunks

* React to new information

« Reflect on progress and impediments

seneca helps to keep the user's to-do list realistic,

Next to goals and tasks, an important
intermediary outcome are user habits. These
might include location preferences, preferred
types of tasks, preferred times of day, and
combinations of those. Using these preferences,
seneca can inform the planning and execution of
future work.

An immediate value of goals and tasks captured in

The primary material outcome of seneca is a to-do
list that aligns with the user's goals and
preferences. This alignment goes further: it is also
an alignment between the user's internal thoughts
and wishes and the user's expressed goals.
Additionally, the process of structured reflection
helps to improve the user's self-knowledge and
self-leadership through the discovery of previously
latent patterns of behaviour [2].

Alignment of internal beliefs and goals with

the AI tool's goals? Is there a tension?

A tension exists between seneca wanting to slow the
user down to reflect and the user wanting to quickly
capture a task continue working. seneca should ask

clarifying questions and prompts reconsideration of
priorities, which can feel like unnecessary friction.

seneca also tries to surface misalignments between what
the user says they want and what they might actually
need. This means the system sometimes pushes back,
which can be uncomfortable or annoying.

Lastly, there is also a question of autonomy: seneca
assumes that more reflection leads to better planning,
but users may not always agree, or may have good
reasons for acting quickly without deliberation.
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day tasks & goals) should be used to convince the user of
seneca's usefulness.

What you would like to discuss What would you like to take away from the workshop? Key references (e.g. of main theories, empirical evidence, measurement methods etc.) How to proceed with this work/idea?

How much should seneca intervene in the user's
planning process?

T'would be particularly interested in learning what constitutes a positive
outcome of the usage of tools like seneca.

Additionally, I would like to see how seneca's dialogue can be integrated with
What integrations are required to make this usable in seneca's task management features in a way that is natural and effortless for
practice? Should seneca integrate with the user's the user.

calendar, emails, files?
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Because short-term and long-term planning often
interfere, seneca will have to adapt to the user's
planning & reflection style. At first, seneca should assist
with shorter-term goals, and move towards long-term
goals gradually.

Using the learnings from the workshop, we will build
seneca and assess it's impact on goal attainment,
satisfaction, and self-leadership.
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