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[Abstract]

As Al agents become increasingly integrated into group decision-making, how different intervention
styles affect consensus experience remains understudied. We designed a within-subject experiment
(N=48) comparing a recommender-type agent (ranked candidate list based on aggregated preferences)
and a mediator-type agent (structures disagreements and guides consensus through voting) in a group
trip planning task. Consensus experience was assessed across four dimensions: perceived exploration
ease, procedural fairness, perceived control, and trust. The mediator condition yielded significantly higher
perceived exploration ease and procedural fairness, while the recommender condition was associated with
higher perceived control. Qualitative findings revealed that mediator-type intervention was experienced
ambivalently — as both helpful facilitation and unwanted intrusion. These findings suggest that Al

intervention style is a meaningful design variable in group decision support.

» Key words: Group decision making, Al intervention style, Human-Al interaction, Consensus experience,
Procedural fairness, User agency
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3. Destination Selection and Group Chat-based

Decision Making Context
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4. Consensus Experience as an Evaluative
Framework
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III. Proposed Hypotheses
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4. Intervention role effects on trust (H4)
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2. Prototype and Experimental Conditions
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Table 1. definitions of measurement variables
Variable Definition Source
The degree to which
Perceived participants felt cognitively NASA-TLX
. unburdened and at ease .
exploration . [40]; Paas

during the process of )
ease . . [41] (4 items)
searching and comparing
candidates.
The degree to which
participants felt the Al's Colquitt
Pro.cedural decision process was fair (2001) [42]
fairness . . .
and their opinions were (4 items)
adequately reflected.
The degree to which IMI-Perceived
Perceived participants felt that they C.h0|ce,
control had autonomy, control, and | Deci & Ryan
freedom of choice in the (2000) [43]
decision-making process. (5 items)
The extent to which
participants perceived the
Al agent’s intervention as Jian et
Trust appropriate and reliable in | al.(2000)[44]
uncertain situations, and (7 items)
felt that they could depend
on its guidance.

V. Results
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Table 2. survey items

variable items
This task was not mentally difficult.
Perceived I did not feel rushed while completing this task.

exploration ease(4)

Completing this task did not require much effort.

I experienced little frustration or irritation while completing this task.

My opinions were sufficiently reflected in the Al's suggestions.

The Al treated the opinions of all group members fairly and without discrimination.

Procedural fairness(4)

The Al made suggestions based on accurate and reliable data.

We had opportunities to challenge or modify the Al's suggestions.

I believe that I had a certain degree of choice in the decision-making process.

[ felt that making the decision was not my voluntary choice. (R)

Perceived control(5)

[ felt that I had to choose this destination because of the Al agent’s intervention. (R)

I chose the destination suggested by the Al because there were no other options. (R)

Regardless of the Al's suggestion, I chose this destination because I genuinely wanted to.

I feel confident about the suggestions made by the AI during the decision-making process.

The AI agent’s intervention made me feel reassured that we would not make a poor decision.

When the Al agent makes suggestions in the decision-making process, I feel that it intervenes
based on honest and objective criteria.

Trust(7)

I am willing to rely on the Al agent’s intervention when making the final decision.

The Al agent intervenes in the decision-making process in a consistently reliable manner.

Overall, this Al agent that intervenes in my decision-making is trustworthy.

The way the Al agent intervenes in the decision-making process feels familiar and natural.
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Table 3. results of paired-sample t-tests and effect
sizes

Rec M | Med M

Variable t(47) p dz
(SD) (SD)
Perceived 569 6.22

Exploration -4.41 <.001 0.64
Ease (1.19) (0.76)
431 5.82

Procedural 991 | <001 | 143
Fairness (083) (081)
: 5.32 4.28

Pérce'veld 550 | <001 | 0.79
ontro (0.85) | (1.17)
472 494

Trust -2.02 .049 0.29
(1.02) (1.20)

Effect size was calculated as Cohen's dz= |t| / v/n for
paired-sample comparisons. Positive t values indicate

higher scores in the Rec condition: negative t values

indicate higher scores in the Med condition.

2. Qualitative Findings
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Fig. 3. Consensus experience scores by Al intervention
condition
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2.2 Process Visibility Drives Fairness Perception
(H2)
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2.4 Process Transparency Supports Trust in
Mediator-Type (H4)
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1. Effects and Costs of Mediator Type
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2. Interpreting the Limited Difference in Trust
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3. Design Considerations
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