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From AI-mediated cooperation in workspaces to shared domestic robots, people increasingly delegate tasks to shared AI systems or
to personal agents that coordinate with one another. These arrangements bring together multiple human principals whose needs,
interests, privacy expectations, rights, values, and power may differ. This workshop examines increasingly complex and entangled
human–AI collectives (an “Artificial We”) through the lens of multi-principal AI delegation. It asks where multi-principal AI delegation
arises and what can go wrong, how boundaries on agents’ information access and actions should be designed and governed, and how
to evaluate whether these boundaries protect privacy and plurality, prevent unauthorized actions, and remain effective over time. The
workshop will bring together researchers from HCI, CSCW, AI safety, security, protocol design, and organizational research for talks
and scenario-based futuring, with the aim of mapping tensions, developing and critiquing boundary-management mechanisms, and
articulating a shared research agenda.
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1 Motivation

AI systems increasingly act on people’s behalf in shared environments. Meta’s Muse1, which runs in WhatsApp,
illustrates the emergence of persistent personal assistants using connected applications, while Claude Tag2 brings
delegated work into Slack through shared context and organizational tools. As personal and shared agents operate
across people’s activities, a central question arises: to what extent should agents follow their principals’ instructions, and

what boundaries should govern what they may disclose or do for each person when mandates conflict?

Multiple people’s delegation creates tensions when people’s needs, privacy expectations, and authority differ. For
example, personal agents scheduling a meeting may access calendars without permission to disclose their contents.
A shared domestic robot may receive conflicting requests that ownership alone cannot appropriately resolve [45].
In both cases, fulfilling one person’s request can therefore compromise another’s privacy or agency, and agreement
among agents may exceed their principals’ authorization. These tensions make it necessary to examine how AI systems
can support cooperation while respecting limits on what each person has delegated and preserving opportunities to
question or refuse collective decisions.

A growing body of research examines AI systems acting on behalf of people with differing goals and interests [1,
7, 22, 28, 31, 33, 61]. Research on multi-principal assistance, delegation, and multi-agent safety studies conflicting
preferences and failures of control and cooperation [9–11, 17, 21, 52, 53]. HCI and CSCW investigate how people
interpret agents’ roles and negotiate expectations in multiparty interaction, shared robotics, and collective decision-
making [3, 6, 8, 12, 19, 24, 27, 32, 36, 45, 46, 49, 57, 62]. Organization and management research contributes accounts of
delegation, authority, accountability, and unequal power [4, 14, 29]. Related workshops, including Cooperative AI at
NeurIPS3 and Pluralistic Alignment at NeurIPS and ICML4, have advanced discussions of coordination, institutions, and
conflicting human values. Together, these efforts provide complementary foundations for understanding AI delegation
involving multiple people.

Building on these foundations, a central challenge for HCI is how people can understand and shape the authority

exercised on their behalf. Agents may coordinate successfully while disclosing information or making commitments
beyond what people authorized. Whether delegation is appropriate therefore depends on how people express its
limits, negotiate conflicting expectations, and challenge its consequences within particular relationships. CHI offers an
interdisciplinary setting in which these perspectives can meet research on AI safety and organizational authority. A
dedicated workshop is needed to turn these complementary insights into a shared design and evaluation agenda: how
should delegation boundaries be communicated, negotiated, and upheld when several people’s interests are at stake?

1.1 Multi-Principal AI Delegation: Why Now, Why CHI?

We define multi-principal AI delegation as arrangements in which multiple people authorize one or more AI agents
to act on their behalf, and these mandates intersect through tasks, information, decisions, or resources. A mandate

1https://www.techrepublic.com/article/news-meta-muse-ai-agent-us-launch/
2https://www.infoworld.com/article/4189057/anthropics-claude-tag-aims-to-turn-workplace-ai-from-a-personal-assistant-into-a-teammate-2.html
3https://www.cooperativeai.com/
4https://pluralistic-alignment.github.io/
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specifies the scope and conditions of delegated action. This includes both shared agents and interacting personal agents;
principals, system owners, and affected stakeholders need not coincide.

Persistent memory, subdelegation, and cross-system action make these arrangements increasingly consequential:
information and authority granted in one interaction can shape actions elsewhere and over time [23, 42, 55]. This
creates a timely need to examine how people can recognize, limit, and revise delegated authority before conflicting
mandates result in unwanted disclosures or commitments.

CHI is well positioned to address this challenge through its traditions of studying situated cooperation, human
agency, and negotiated social boundaries [40, 44]. We frame multi-principal delegation as a boundary-design problem
concerning information, authority, representation, and responsibility. Advancing this agenda requires connecting
HCI’s understanding of everyday interaction with AI safety research on delegation failures and organizational research
on authority and accountability. A dedicated CHI workshop will bring these perspectives together to examine concrete
scenarios, critique candidate mechanisms, and establish design and evaluation priorities. Our aim is to make delegation
boundaries manageable, enforceable, and revisable while preserving people’s ability to cooperate, disagree, and withdraw.

1.2 Workshop Goals and OpenQuestions

We summarize several gaps and challenges that are critical and relevant to the HCI community. Our workshop aims to
map settings and failures of multi-principal AI delegation, explore boundary designs, and identify evaluation criteria
and methods. Three core questions guide this work:

Q1. Where does multi-principal AI delegation arise, and what goes wrong?

• Settings and trust:How does delegation differ across homes [19, 34, 45], care networks [6], workplaces [57, 60],
and agent-to-agent representation [28], especially when agents serve multiple principals [61] or interact with
agents those principals did not choose?

• Coordination and co-work:What happens when agents coordinate work and relay information between
private and shared spaces [13, 48, 57], and who bears the burden of supervising them [20]?

• Conflicts and failures:How do AI delegation failures differ from the self-interest problems of agency theory [4,
29], including misarbitrated instructions [61], persuasion or collusion [21], provider incentives [31], and
unauthorized commitments at machine speed [64]?

Q2. How should delegation boundaries be designed? We treat boundaries as limits on what agents may access and
disclose (information) and what they may decide, commit, or delegate (action), which together span the concerns of
information, authority, representation, and responsibility in Section 1.1.

• Scope and gaps:What should natural-language mandates specify, and when should agents seek clarification,
joint approval, or escalation if mandates are silent or conflict [2, 15, 41, 43]?

• Interfaces and infrastructure: How should boundaries be negotiated through interfaces [7], enacted through
model behavior [1, 31], and enforced through IAM infrastructure [5, 54]?

• Governance and power: Who should set and revise boundaries, and how can people contest them, exit
arrangements, and seek repair [25, 33, 35, 36, 47]?

Q3. How can we tell whether boundaries work?

• Evaluation and benchmarks: How should evaluations of interacting LLM agents go beyond task perfor-
mance [58] to capture unwanted disclosures, unauthorized commitments, and oversight burden [30, 65]?
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• Privacy and plurality: When agents mediate deliberation [18, 56], do boundaries protect privacy and dissent,
or allow pressure to conform [39, 50]?

• Change over time: How well do boundaries hold as relationships change, memories persist, and models are
updated, given that revocation cannot undo past actions [42, 60]?

2 Organizers

Our organizing team brings together researchers from the United Kingdom, Singapore, Republic of Korea, the United
States and China, with interdisciplinary expertise in HCI, AI, safety and security, and organization and management
studies.

Botao ‘Amber’ Hu is a protocol designer and PhD candidate in Human Centred Computing at the University of
Oxford. He developed Protocol Futuring, the method used in Session II [25], and works on agent institutions, delegated
authority, and how one agent divides attention among many principals. He has published at CHI, DIS, CSCW, and
FAccT, and is a member of the Summer of Protocols research cohort.

Tianqi Song is a research fellow at Singapore AI Safety and a PhD candidate in Computer Science at the National
University of Singapore. She studies how groups of AI agents exert social influence, including how they shape the
opinions people form together [16, 50, 51]. Her work has received multiple recognitions at HCI conferences, including
a Best Paper Honorable Mention at CHI and Methods Recognition at CSCW. She has served as a co-chair of ICHEC and
on the program committees of HCI conferences including IUI and DIS.

Tianyi Zhang is a PhD candidate in Computer Science at Singapore Management University. Her research includes
a review of group conversational agents that motivates this workshop [62], alongside studies of context-aware AI across
physical, social, and professional settings. Her work has received Best Paper Honorable Mention Awards at CHI 2025
and DIS 2026. She co-organized the “Conversational Agents for Good” workshop at ICHEC 2025 and has served as an
Associate Chair for CHI 2026 Posters and as Student Volunteer Co-Chair for ICHEC 2025.

Soohwan Lee is a PhD candidate in Department of Design at UNIST, where he proposed Group-centered AI [38]. He
builds systems that take part in group processes and tests them in controlled studies, focusing on protecting dissenting
views in power-imbalanced groups [37, 39]. He has served on organizing committees at IUI and on program committees
for CHI, CSCW, DIS, IUI, and FAccT.

Jiaxin Pei is an Assistant Professor in the School of Information at The University of Texas at Austin, previously
a postdoctoral fellow at Stanford HAI. He works on large language models, human–AI collaboration, and AI agents,
including deliberative platforms for civic engagement at scale. His work has received best paper awards at ACM EAAMO
(Best Student Paper) and AAAI HCOMP (Best Demo), and an Honorable Mention at IC2S2.

Hancheng Cao is an Assistant Professor of Information Systems and Operations Management at Emory University’s
Goizueta Business School, with a courtesy appointment in Computer Science. He studies how teams and organizations
adopt and adapt to AI [26, 59]. He brings the workplace perspective, where mandates are institutional rather than
personal.

Yi-Chieh Lee is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Computer Science at the National University of
Singapore, where he leads the AI for Social Good (AI4SG) Lab. His research spans human–computer interaction, social
computing, and conversational AI, with a focus on supporting human well-being and understanding the social effects
of AI agents. He has served as an Associate Chair for CHI over multiple years, co-organized several HCI workshops,
and served on program committees for conferences including CHI, CSCW and IUI.
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Tan Zhi Xuan is a Presidential Young Professor in Computer Science at the National University of Singapore, where
she leads the Cooperative Systems & Intelligence Lab and builds AI systems that infer and cooperate with human goals
and norms. Xuan’s work argues that AI should align with the normative standards of its social role rather than with
individual preferences alone [63], which bears directly on agents that serve many principals at once.

Helena Rong is an Assistant Professor of Interactive Media and Business at New York University Shanghai. Her
research on urban technology, collective intelligence, and digital governance examines how blockchains, decentralized
AI, and urban IoT reshape collective life and civic trust, including the institutional challenges of the emerging agentic
web. She co-developed Protocol Futuring [25].

Anthony Tang is an Associate Professor at Singapore Management University. His group builds and studies
interactive systems that help people communicate and collaborate with each other andwith embodied and conversational
AI agents. Current projects include robots, multi-party conversational agents, and non-verbal expression.

Max Van Kleek is an Associate Professor of Human-Computer Interaction at the University of Oxford and a
Governing Body Fellow of Kellogg College. His research addresses personal data, privacy, and human-data interaction,
including the Respectful Things in Private Spaces and Future of Smart Homes projects. He brings expertise in shared
devices and interdependent privacy.

3 Activities

Two consecutive 90-minute sessions for 20–30 participants. Session I gathers perspectives through keynotes and
lightning talks; Session II is a speculative design session that builds the field through group work that first diverges into
conflict scenarios and then converges on a shared design space (Table 1).

Before the workshop. Contributors submit a 2–4 page position paper and one fictional or anonymized case naming
the principals, agents, shared resources, and a contested boundary. Organizers circulate case summaries, role cards, and
a one-page protocol worksheet in advance, and prepare spare cases so attendees without a paper can participate fully.
No functioning AI system, programming experience, personal data, or acting ability is required.

Session I. brings the room onto common ground. Two organizers give short keynotes, on LLM agents and deliberation
at scale and on cooperative and normatively aligned AI. Lightning talks then put every contributor’s case into the room
without turning the session into a paper track.

Session II. Part 1 opens the design space. Each group takes one application field and adapts Protocol Futuring,
a speculative design method that treats rules and their evolution as the design material rather than an imagined
product [25]. Each protocol passes to another group, whose members act for competing principals and stage a crisis,
then returns to its authors, who imagine what happens next. This surfaces conflicts and second-order effects that a
cooperative design exercise would miss. Part 2 converges on a field map. Participants regroup across fields so that
each group carries scenarios from several settings into one layer of multi-principal delegation. Comparing groups
shows which problems recur across fields, which are specific to one, and which call for empirical study, theory, or new
protocols and systems.

Outcomes and inclusion. The workshop produces a set of conflict scenarios across four fields and a layered map of
design primitives, candidate solutions, and research questions. We will maintain this research agenda on the workshop
website and develop it into a community paper with contributors’ agreement. Participants may take a written or
observing role and may pause any scenario. Materials are shared only with consent; the workshop uses fictional or
anonymized cases and collects no research data.
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Table 1. Planned activities across two 90-minute sessions.

Time Activity Description

Session I: Talks
10 min Opening Organizers introduce the workshop goals and the four application fields.
30 min Keynotes Jiaxin Pei (Problem Definition) and Tan Zhi Xuan (Cooperative AI) (10 min talk + 5

min Q&A each).
50 min Lightning Talk Up to 5–6 contributors.

Coffee Break
45 min Poster Session Up to 10 contributors

Session II: Field building
Part 1: Divergence through Protocol Futuring [25]
15 min Build Four groups, one per field: shared robots, workspaces, personal-agent negotiation,

and commons stewardship. Each drafts a protocol for one case, including how to
amend it.

15 min Crisis Groups swap protocols and, playing competing principals and agents, write a
plausible crisis exploiting its loopholes.

15 min Repair Authors get their protocol back, repair one rule, and write a front page imagining
what happens next: drift, jam, or ossification.

Part 2: Convergence
30 min Field mapping New groups of 4–5 mixing all fields, each taking one of the three questions in

Section 1.2. Each compares the front pages and proposes design primitives, candidate
solutions, and research questions.

15 min Synthesis Groups present and assemble a shared design-space map and research agenda.

4 Call for Participation

People increasingly delegate tasks to shared AI systems, from workplace assistants to domestic robots, or to personal
agents that coordinate with one another. These arrangements bring together principals with differing needs, interests,
privacy expectations, rights, values, and power. This in-person CHI 2027 workshop examines increasingly complex and
entangled human–AI collectives (an “Artificial We”) through the lens of multi-principal AI delegation. It asks where
multi-principal AI delegation arises and what can go wrong, how boundaries on agents’ information access and actions
should be designed and governed, and how to evaluate whether these boundaries protect privacy and plurality, prevent
unauthorized actions, and remain effective over time.

We invite researchers and practitioners from HCI, CSCW, HRI, AI safety, security and identity management, protocol
design, law, and organizational research. Through lightning talks and hands-on scenario-based futuring, we will turn
situated multi-principal conflicts into candidate mechanisms, critique them across disciplines, and leave with a shared
research agenda. Whether you study households, workplaces, and care networks or build agent protocols and permission
models, there is a seat for you.

Send us a 2–4 page position paper: empirical work, a system or design case, a boundary mechanism, a conceptual
argument, or a provocative scenario. Submit through https://artificial-we.github.io, where you will also find the schedule,
accepted papers, organizers, and post-workshop materials. With authors’ consent, accepted papers will be posted on the
website; there are no formal proceedings. We expect 20–30 participants. At least two organizers will attend in person,
and at least one author of each accepted paper must attend and register.
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