
The AI highlights improvable utterances, reducing 
search burden. A 3-​step procedure structures 
cognitive work from concrete to abstract. Suggestions 
are presented as tentative cues.

Step 1: structured record of situational reading based 
on specific utterances (= improved situational 
awareness). 

Step 2: concrete alternative utterances composed by 
the user (= bridging understanding and expression).

Less experienced operators found more value in cue 
presentation (Participant B: Step 1 = 7, "helps notice 
overlooked things"). Experienced operators perceived 
overlap with existing habits. Suggestion specificity 
affects acceptability.
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Interaction design/usage strategy Intermediary task outcomes

Steps 1–2 outputs scaffold the more abstract Step 3. 
Narrowing evidential phrases in Step 1 helps 
maintain history reference through subsequent steps. 
Quality can be assessed by whether outputs reflect 
specific cues vs. generic statements.

Step 3: action guidelines as referenceable key points 
for similar situations. Rehearsal mode: alternative 
responses for transfer practice. 1-​week follow-​up 
suggested some workplace applicability (usefulness: 
6).

Final task outcomes

Action guidelines translate reflection into reusable 
knowledge. 1-​week follow-​up showed some 
applicability (usefulness: 6). N=2 precludes 
generalization; future work should assess long-​term 
reference behavior in real interactions.

Steps 1–2 were well-​received (5–7). However, the 
concrete-​to-​abstract transition (Step 3) was 
experienced as a burden increase — "time-​consuming 
to think through" under time pressure.

Rehearsal mode ratings diverged (A=6, B=3). Value of 
organized guidelines may not be visible until multiple 
real application opportunities. 1-​week follow-​up 
(usefulness: 6) suggests some delayed recognition.

How the process of 
using the AI tool and 
its outcomes is 
experienced by users 
(e.g. how they 
experience the 
cognitive work they 
are doing).
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The 'objective' quality 
of the process and 
the outcomes – i.e. 
what makes them 
'good' or desirable 
(e.g. critical thinking, 
understanding, new 
insights, learning).

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

The history-​grounded 3-​step process ensures 
evidence-​based reflection. Requiring utterance 
selection before composing alternatives supports 
progressive deepening. Step 1 was rated 6–7; 
highlighting was valued for "helping notice 
overlooked points."
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Main theme(s): Target domain(s): Cognitive 'target(s)':

Type of contribution & main idea

Design + prototype of “Reflection AI Coach,” a post-​
conversation GenAI coach that scaffolds operators’ self-​
reflection on real customer-​service logs to turn judgments 
into reusable utterances and action guidelines; plus an 
exploratory pilot study (n=2).

The AI tool's key characteristics

Context (post-​dialogue learning): The tool supports 
post-​dialogue learning by leveraging real conversation 
logs to help call center operators revisit interaction 
cues and externalize learnings into reusable utterances 
and guidelines.
Nature of the activity: Rapport-​building is context- and 
expression-​dependent; therefore, the tool does not aim 
to provide a single “correct” answer but to scaffold the 
reconstruction of situated judgment grounded in 
conversational evidence.
Role of AI (coach): Generative AI is positioned not as a 
provider of correct answers but as a coach that 
supports reflection.
AI coach interventions: The AI provides (i) scene 
selection for reflection, (ii) rapport-​related behavioral 
perspectives, (iii) procedural guidance, and (iv) 
feedback on written reflections.
Framing of suggestions: Suggestions are presented as 
tentative cues rather than conclusions to preserve 
users’ own reasoning grounded in the conversation 
history.
System modes: The system integrates reflection mode 
(left: AI suggestions + highlighted history; right: guided 
3-​step work area) and rehearsal mode (apply organized 
guidelines to similar situations).

What would you like to take away from the workshop?

Feedback on reducing Step 3's cognitive burden while maintaining reflection 
depth. Insights on measuring whether AI-​scaffolded reflection leads to observable 
behavioral change. Potential collaborators in other interpersonal skill domains.
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What you would like to discuss

How to redesign Step 3 (e.g., templates or example-​
based prompts as intermediate scaffolding). 
How to connect the reflection framework to 
operators' own work goals.
Assessment methods beyond self-​report.
How to sustain reflection under field constraints.

How do you expect people to continue 
using this AI tool?

Main barrier: time burden of Step 3 conflicting with short 
breaks. To sustain use: enhance UI guidance for abstract 
steps, connect reflection to users' own work goals, and 
adapt scaffolding granularity to experience level.

How to proceed with this work/idea?

Test enhanced guidance with more diverse participants 
under continued-​use conditions. Explore adaptive 
scaffolding based on experience level. Extend evaluation to 
long-​term behavioral observation in real interactions.

How do people's goals 'interact with' 
the AI tool's goals? Is there a tension?

(1) Short-​term: handle calls efficiently; recover quickly 
during short breaks.

(2) Long-​term: improve situational judgment and 
rapport-​building skills.

(3) Tension: deep structured reflection (especially Step 3) 
conflicts with operators' limited break time. Unfamiliarity 
with rapport terminology (e.g., "emotional empathy") 
adds cognitive burden.

Usage study; design study; Workplace learning; Human–AI interaction; 
Generative AI for skill development; Reflection support; Customer service

Call centers and customer support operations; 
post-​dialogue coaching and training

Self-​reflection; rapport; situational judgment; 
articulation of rationale; transfer to similar 
situations
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