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Can human decision-makers learn from AI feedback? Using data on 52,000 decision-makers 
from a large online chess platform, we investigate how their AI use affects three interrelated 
long-term outcomes: Learning, skill gap, and diversity of decision strategies. First, we show that 
individuals are far more likely to seek AI feedback in situations in which they experienced 
success rather than failure. This AI feedback seeking strategy turns out to be detrimental to 
learning: Feedback on successes decreases future performance, while feedback on failures 
increases it. Second, higher-skilled decision-makers seek AI feedback more often and are far 
more likely to seek AI feedback after a failure, and benefit more from AI feedback than lower-
skilled individuals. As a result, access to AI feedback increases, rather than decreases, the skill 
gap between high- and low-skilled individuals. Finally, we leverage 42 major platform updates 
as natural experiments to show that access to AI feedback causes a decrease in intellectual 
diversity of the population as individuals tend to specialize in the same areas. Together, those 
results indicate that learning from AI feedback is not automatic and using AI correctly seems to 
be a skill itself. Furthermore, despite its individual-level benefits, access to AI feedback can have 
significant population-level downsides including loss of intellectual diversity and an increasing 
skill gap. 
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“Success is a lousy teacher. It seduces smart people into thinking they can’t lose.”  
Bill Gates  

1. Introduction 
AI is changing how we work. Of particular interest to strategy scholars is the possibility that 
humans decision-makers can learn from AI (Helfat et al., 2023; Joseph and Sengul, 2024; 
Puranam, 2021; Tong et al., 2021). That is, not only may AI support strategic decision-making 
directly through its use during the decision-making process but AI may also provide valuable 
feedback to decision-makers that improves the quality of their decisions, even when AI is not 
available. AI may thus become a pathway to increase organizational learning, which is a key 
contributor to strategy (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen, 1997). This form of organizational learning 
could lead to important compound effects and is critical to long-term productivity gains. 
However, when left to their own devices, decision-makers may use AI in ways that reinforce, 
rather than alleviate, human decision-making biases (Choudhury, Starr, and Agarwal, 2020; 
Morewedge et al., 2023) and reliance on AI may have deskilling effects (Hendrycks, Mazeika, 
and Woodside, 2023; Russell, 2022) thus undermining potential learning effects. This has led to 
various speculations as to whether AI will mostly benefit those who are high-skilled or low-
skilled (Acemoglu and Autor, 2011; Autor, Levy, and Murnane, 2003; Choudhury et al., 2020).  
 
We adopt an abductive, question-driven approach (Graebner et al., 2023; Sætre and Van de Ven, 
2021) to answer a set of interrelated, multi-level research questions around a central 
phenomenon: What happens when decision-makers have access to AI feedback? We investigate 
who seeks such AI feedback, whether decision-makers can learn from AI feedback, whether 
higher-skilled or lower-skilled decision-makers benefit more, and what the broader societal 
impact of widespread AI-adoption may be. This question-driven research approach is well suited 
to address multi-level questions in a novel and causally complex area (Graebner et al., 2023). 
 
We use data from an online chess platform (lichess.org) spanning over five years and 52,000 
individuals. The platform offers a feature where decision-makers can use AI to retrospectively 
analyze completed games. During this analysis, decision-makers receive feedback from a highly 
accurate AI about the quality of each move they and their opponent made. The AI feedback 
quantifies how much strategic advantage they gained (or lost) with each move and what the best 
move in each situation would have been. While this AI feature is available to everyone, it is up to 
each human decision-maker to decide whether, and for which game, to seek such AI feedback. 
Our setting focusing on the endogenous choice to seek AI feedback complements other studies 
that have relied on randomized experiments which exogenously vary access to AI (Chen and 
Chan, 2024; Dell’Acqua et al., 2023). We first explore who (high- vs. low-skilled) seeks such AI 
feedback and in which situations (success vs. failure). Next, we explore whether human decision-
makers learn from this AI feedback and whether this can help close the existing skill gap. We 
then explore specialization as a plausible mechanism behind learning. Finally, we leverage 42 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K147Qz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?sDahLN
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DPzzCM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DPzzCM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DPzzCM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DPzzCM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EFYW9v
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EFYW9v
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?r7VQwH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?r7VQwH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?r7VQwH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?QZatXB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?QZatXB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?QZatXB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?QZatXB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?acp0h6
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?acp0h6
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?acp0h6
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8MZOWn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8MZOWn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8MZOWn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8MZOWn


2 

major platform updates as natural experiments to explore whether AI-driven specialization 
causally changes the intellectual diversity of strategic decisions on the population level.  
 
We find that decision-makers have a tendency to seek AI feedback for situations in which they 
succeeded—they are looking for a pat on the back—as opposed to situations in which they 
failed. This, however, is detrimental to their future performance: We find individuals learn only 
from AI feedback on failures but not successes. The tendency to seek feedback on successes is 
particularly pronounced among lower-skilled decision-makers. Higher-skilled decision-makers 
are significantly more likely to seek AI feedback overall, and more likely to seek it in cases of 
failures. Using a control function approach we find signs of endogeneity suggesting a negative 
bias, where time-variant shocks that promote losses (e.g., lower motivation) are correlated with 
lower likelihood to seek AI feedback. Together, those results indicate that learning from AI 
feedback is not automatic and can be undermined by seeking AI feedback in the wrong 
situations. Using AI correctly seems to be a skill itself.  
 
We then show that putting the effect of feedback seeking and learning together, access to AI 
increases, rather than decreases, the skill gap between high- and low-skilled human decision-
makers. We provide some suggestive evidence that increased specialization is one potential 
mechanism that explains learning from AI feedback. Finally, we find that whereas learning and 
specialization resulting from AI feedback is beneficial on the individual level, it leads to negative 
downstream effects on the aggregate level: Access to AI feedback causes a decrease in 
intellectual diversity of the population overall. Receiving feedback from the same, centralized AI 
system, individuals appear to specialize in the same way, thus reducing the diversity of strategic 
decisions that are employed in the population. 
 
Our study addresses several important gaps in the research on AI in strategic management. First, 
much research has focused on primary outcomes: the effect of using AI during a task on 
performance. In contrast, secondary and longer-term outcomes, such as the effect of AI on 
learning—acquiring new and improved skills—are much less well understood. How, exactly, 
humans will use AI and how they can learn from AI to search for profitable strategies is an 
important question for strategic management that is so far little understood (Csaszar and 
Levinthal, 2016; Puranam, 2021). Second, much research has focused on experiments with 
exogenous variation in access to AI, leaving open questions about endogenous decisions to 
engage with AI. When it is up to individual human users to decide when and how to use AI 
systems, existing inequalities may get amplified. In the context of generative AI, for example, 
substantial inequalities have emerged as women appear much less likely to adopt AI (Humlum 
and Vestergaard, 2024). Such outcomes may be especially likely if using AI systems “the right 
way” itself requires skill. Deeper understanding on whether AI will mostly benefit the high- or 
low-skilled will help better anticipate AI’s labor market impact (e.g., Autor, 2015; Brynjolfsson 
and McAfee, 2014; Choudhury et al., 2020), and its effects regarding social equality and justice 
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(e.g., Wilson and Daugherty, 2018). Finally, far too little is known about fundamental AI risks 
and unintended society-level downstream consequences (Bengio et al., 2024). Few studies 
connect individual-level behavioral micro-foundations with broader effects on the population 
level (Krakowski, Luger, and Raisch, 2023). However, as our results show, drawing such 
connections is crucially important to understand how positive individual-level learning effects 
could have negative population-level effects of increased inequality and lower intellectual 
diversity. 
 
We follow a tradition of using chess as a controlled setting for studying decision-making in 
competitive interactions (Gaessler and Piezunka, 2023; Krakowski et al., 2023) and a model 
system for AI (Chase and Simon, 1973; McIlroy-Young et al., 2020). Chess is often considered a 
prototypical example of strategic interaction due to the interactive, zero-sum nature of the game; 
complex tasks tend to involve a sequence of individual judgments; with long sequences of moves 
and countermoves and which requires similar managerial cognitive capabilities such as solving 
well-defined but complex problems, and strong reliance on pattern recognition and ability to 
interpret ambiguous information difficulty to ascribe overall outcomes to individual actions over 
the course of the game (Helfat and Peteraf, 2015; Saloner, 1991). This matches contemporary 
decision environments which are increasingly characterized by volatility, uncertainty, 
complexity, and ambiguity (Bennett and Lemoine, 2014; Mack et al., 2015). Chess is also a 
particularly relevant context to study AI because of its long history and tradition of using AI. AI 
is already widely adopted in chess and its high-quality is well known (Kasparov, 2020).  
 
We make several contributions at the intersection of learning, AI, and strategy research. We 
contribute to research on an important outcome of AI use besides direct performance benefits 
(Chen and Chan, 2024; Dell’Acqua et al., 2023; Kawaguchi, 2021). By illustrating that AI can 
not only serve as a decision-making tool but that AI feedback can help decision-makers learn 
(Maula, Heimeriks, and Keil, 2023; Riedl and Seidel, 2018), we contribute to a better 
understanding of how AI affects organization beyond lowering prediction costs; that is we shed 
light on AI’s effects on the firms knowledge basis and competitive advantage (Csaszar and 
Steinberger, 2022; Krakowski et al., 2023). On a micro-level, our work contributes to a better 
understanding of patterns in how humans seek feedback from AI, emphasizing that learning from 
AI does not happen automatically but is subject to endogenous decisions which, unfortunately, 
decision-makers do not always get right. On a higher-level, we contribute to the debate about 
complementarity between AI and skill and whether AI will mostly benefit the high-skilled or 
low-skilled. Our work casts some doubt on optimistic hope that AI can help level the playing 
field and close the skill gap. Our focus on learning effects may also explain why there may be 
negative long-term effects of AI on inequality despite no apparent negative effects in the short 
run (Alderucci et al., 2024).  
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We also contribute to research on the role of AI in management and strategy. While research has 
focused on AI for automation and productivity gains (Brynjolfsson and Mitchell, 2017; 
Choudhury et al., 2020; Raisch and Krakowski, 2021), we contribute to a deeper understanding 
of augmented intelligence that results when humans learn from AI. This, however, may lead to 
potentially negative downstream consequences that need to be considered: Learning from AI 
may reduce intellectual diversity, thus undermining organizations’ ability to flexibly deal with 
diverse situations. This last point draws into doubt previous theorizing that human-AI 
collaboration would increase problem-solving search depth due to the increasing intellectual 
diversity (Raisch and Fomina, 2023). It also connects with the insight that AI can only be the 
source of sustainable competitive advantage if it is used in unique or firm-specific ways (Felin 
and Holweg, 2024; Helfat et al., 2023). Generic AI systems that are universally available can 
undermine, rather than enhance, competitive advantage.  

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Seeking Feedback from AI 
AI may not only provide direct input into decision making processes. Interacting with AI may 
also offer decision-makers important feedback on their own judgements. Research on feedback 
seeking has extensively studied who seeks feedback, in which situations, and from who (see 
Ashford, Blatt, and VandeWalle, 2003 for a review). Feedback provides a crucial information 
resource for managers and other knowledge workers to achieve goals and achieve mastery; that 
is, in order to adapt and learn (Ashford, 1986). Feedback seeking is the conscious devotion of 
effort to determine the correctness and adequacy of behavior for attaining valued goals (Ashford 
and Cummings, 1983). Research suggests that individuals carefully evaluate the costs and 
benefits of asking for feedback considering aspects such as the availability of feedback, the cost 
of feedback, and also emotional responses of what to do with the feedback once it is received 
(Ashford et al., 2003). 
 
Several differences stand out when considering seeking feedback from AI compared to from 
other humans such as friends, peers, or bosses. First, once deployed, AI systems can easily scale 
(Bengio et al., 2024). While a human expert may be able to provide detailed feedback on only a 
few decision situations for a few decision-makers, AI systems have the capacity to provide 
detailed feedback to many more decision-makers in more situations. AI feedback may become 
instantly available. Second, as AI systems approach expert-level decision quality, they can 
provide feedback to even the highest-skilled decision-makers who may otherwise face difficulty 
in getting access to elite mentors and coaches. Third, compared to asking humans for feedback, 
AI feedback comes without social cost such as concerns to appear confident and self-assured 
(Ashford, 1986). Individuals may feel higher psychological safety asking for corrective feedback 
from an AI due to the absence of negative social consequences (Edmondson, 1999). These 
differences suggest potential benefits from AI due to its scale and access, but could also imply 
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different patterns in how humans seek feedback from AI compared to from other humans. When 
high-quality feedback is readily available without social cost, who will be more likely to seek AI 
feedback (higher vs. lower skilled), and in which situations (successes vs. failures)?  
 
Based on the feedback seeking (from humans) literature, it is not obvious who will be more 
likely to seek feedback from AI: Those with higher or those with lower skill. On the one hand, 
the higher the skill level, the more frequent feedback seeking is (Wanberg and Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2000). One reason for this is goal importance. The higher the importance of the goal to 
the performer, the more frequently the performer seeks feedback (Ashford, 1986). Since higher-
skilled decision-makers tend to identify more strongly with the task (and hence value it more 
highly) they may be more likely to seek AI feedback than lower-skilled individuals (Deci and 
Ryan, 2000). On the other hand, feedback can hurt the performers’ pride, ego, and vanity which 
may be higher developed in those of higher skill, thus increasing the need to protect the ego and 
seek less feedback. Furthermore, when feedback is sought from humans it comes with social 
costs such as concerns to appear confident and self-assured (Ashford, 1986) which may be a 
particular concern for higher-skilled individuals. While AI feedback may come without such 
social cost, the need to protect the ego from the potentially harsh and objective AI feedback may 
be particularly high. 
 
In which situations may people seek feedback from AI: successes or failures? Individuals are 
motivated to defend and protect their egos (Baumeister, 2010). This generates a motive to avoid 
negative feedback (Ashford and Cummings, 1983; Wood, 1989). The tendency to avoid negative 
feedback may be particularly strong when the feedback is actively solicited (rather than provided 
without asking) as it may be more difficult to disregard (Ashford et al., 2003). Even in situations 
in which honest feedback about oneself is crucial to achieve one's goals, it seems that people 
strongly favor receiving positive feedback that reinforces their positive self-perception, rather 
than negative feedback that challenges it. Consequently, individuals carefully choose situations 
that expose the self to positive feedback and use a variety of mental strategies to avoid feedback 
that threatens their positive self-image (Ashford and Cummings, 1983; Baumeister, 2010).  
 
Patterns of feedback seeking across successes and failures may also interact with patterns across 
skill levels. Higher skilled individuals who identify more with the task are also likely to have 
higher task-related self-esteem (Stets and Burke, 2000) and may thus be more likely to seek 
feedback in challenging situations. High self-esteem performers are resilient, have great 
confidence reserves, are higher promotion focused (Lanaj et al., 2012), and therefore, can “take” 
negative feedback and will be more likely to seek feedback, even after experiencing failures. On 
the other hand, since negative feedback can hurt the performers’ ego the potential for injury from 
negative feedback may be higher for higher skilled who identify more with the task. As a result, 
higher skilled may be less likely to seek feedback in challenging situations to protect their egos 
and avoid social costs associated with negative feedback. Seeking feedback from AI could affect 
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both the ego protection mechanism as well as the image defense mechanism. AI feedback can be 
expected to be objective and delivered less diplomatically or tactfully. AI feedback could thus be 
expected to be especially hard and ego bruising, thus strengthening the need to avoid it, 
especially when it is expected to be negative. On the other hand, individuals may also feel higher 
psychological safety asking for corrective feedback from an AI due to the absence of negative 
social consequences (Edmondson, 1999). This could alleviate image concerns and increase the 
desire to seek AI feedback. Taken together, access to AI systems alone may not be sufficient as 
feedback seeking is not automatic and the nature of AI feedback (compared to human feedback) 
may further alter the pattern of feedback seeking.  

2.2 Learning from AI Feedback Across Skill Levels 
Long before the current interest in AI, research has investigated the returns to technological 
advances more generally (Acemoglu and Autor, 2011; Autor et al., 2003). With the recent rise in 
capability of AI, this question has received new urgency and interest (Autor, 2024). Several 
recent studies have explored the impact of access to AI on direct outcomes such as productivity 
(Brynjolfsson, Li, and Raymond, 2023), task performance (Dell’Acqua et al., 2023), decision 
accuracy (Boyacı, Canyakmaz, and de Véricourt, 2024; Kawaguchi, 2021), and quantity/quality 
in the context of brainstorming (Chen and Chan, 2024). In practice, gains from access to AI can 
be lower than expected because human decision-makers often do not follow algorithmic 
recommendations and instead rely on their own judgment (Kawaguchi, 2021; Kim et al., 2024) 
or use AI in the wrong way (Alderucci et al., 2024; Chen and Chan, 2024). However, those are 
short-term effects of AI use “in-the-moment” of task performance, not long-term learning effects 
(i.e., skill acquisition that improves performance in situations in which AI may not be available) 
and not from naturalistic settings in which the endogenous decision of when and how to use AI 
may play a larger role than in more controlled experimental settings. Whether and how AI affects 
learning and skill development itself is unclear.1 In the context of decision-making, learning 
implies that at two different points in time given the same input, a decision-maker may make 
different (better) decisions (Puranam, 2021). Brynjolfsson et al. (2023) document performance 
improvements over pre-AI baseline even when AI recommendations are unavailable providing 
one indication of learning from AI. Another notable exception is the work by Gaessler and 
Piezunka (2023) who investigate whether AI can help decision-makers learn by serving as an 
artificial training partner. Their study exploits exogenous variation in access to AI training 
partners (chess computers) by contrasting players in Western Europe (where chess computers 
became available in 1977) from those in the Soviet Union (where they did not) in a difference-in-
difference model. They find positive learning from AI. However, their study analyzes player-
year level data, without analysis of micro-level data of specific situations in which decision-
makers used AI or how those specific uses affect their learning.  

 
1 Exceptions are found in the context of AI in educational settings, with AI specifically designed 
to achieve educational outcomes (Bastani et al., 2024; Dolata et al., 2023). 
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One possible pathway through which AI may affect skill development could be by inducing 
individuals to become more reflective (Abdel-Karim et al., 2023). However, promoting human 
reflection through AI may be difficult to trigger (e.g., Ma et al., 2024) and may depend on other 
supportive cognitive structures, thus limiting potential learning. For example, when AI 
judgements diverge from initial human judgements without the ability to provide explanations, 
decision-makers may experience increased uncertainty (Lebovitz, Lifshitz-Assaf, and Levina, 
2022) and thus potential lower future performance. Other studies have documented similar 
cognitive challenges in benefitting from AI advice. The ability to reap decision-making benefits 
from AI advice can depend on the human-decision makers' ability to cognitively engage with the 
advice (Jussupow et al., 2021). Only individuals who developed AI interrogation practices were 
able to overcome the challenge of AI opacity.  
 
This suggests that learning from AI does not happen automatically but requires deep and 
deliberate engagement with the information provided by AI. Existing studies on the immediate 
performance benefits from AI use do not provide satisfactory answers whether humans can learn 
from AI, who is most likely to learn from it, and in which situations. This is an important 
question because of worries that reliance on AI may lead to loss of human skill (Hendrycks et 
al., 2023; Raisch and Krakowski, 2021; Russell, 2022). A better understanding of learning 
effects would be crucial to understand downstream labor-market effects (Eloundou et al., 2023; 
Kim et al., 2024). 
 
Besides the question of a main effect of AI on skill development, a key question is whether high- 
or low-skilled workers and decision-makers benefit more from AI and whether, as a result, AI 
will increase or decrease the existing skill gap (and as a result related outcomes like income 
inequality; Furman and Seamans, 2019). Two competing theories persist. On the one hand, 
lower-skilled decision-makers may benefit most. AI could act as an equalizer that helps close the 
skill gap. This is because the marginal impact of the quality of advice is decreasing in the ability 
of the decision-maker who receives it (Chade and Eeckhout, 2018). Several empirical studies 
report that lower-skilled workers benefited more from access to AI than higher skilled (Choi and 
Schwarcz, 2024; Dell’Acqua et al., 2023; Kanazawa et al., 2022; Noy and Zhang, 2023). In 
several of these studies, as a result, inequality between workers decreased. This marginal impact 
logic may also work for learning. Intuitively, since learning increases at a decreasing rate  (Allen 
and Choudhury, 2022; Becker, 1962; Foster and Rosenzweig, 1995; Mithas and Krishnan, 2008), 
learning from AI should improve the skill of lower-skilled individuals faster and could thus help 
close the skill gap and reduce inequality.  
 
On the other hand, research has also shown that this may not happen in practice. High-skill and 
AI often act as complements (Acemoglu and Autor, 2011; Autor, 2024; Autor et al., 2003). 
Drawing benefits from AI may depend on the human decision-makers ability to correctly judge 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4FIbCS
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4FIbCS
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4FIbCS
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?e8SGfe
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?e8SGfe
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?e8SGfe
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?FPmxcJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?FPmxcJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?g3T5EY
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?g3T5EY
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?g3T5EY
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?53pRh5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?53pRh5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?53pRh5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?53pRh5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jgjE9s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Jg6e91
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Obkb3y
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MTo7Kc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?T2LZSO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?T2LZSO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jKS36r
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jKS36r
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?jKS36r
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quality of AI input (Agrawal, Gans, and Goldfarb, 2022) and request AI input in the right 
situations (see section above on feedback seeking). Learning from AI may itself depend on 
relevant prior experience (Brynjolfsson et al., 2023). Understanding when and how to best use 
AI systems may constitute an important skill itself. For example, in a study of chess players, 
Bouacida et al. (2024) find that lower-skilled decision-makers often fail to heed the advice they 
receive due to overconfidence or intrinsic preference. Prior theory has suggested that 
inexperienced humans suffer even more from their limited understanding of AI outputs which 
would make it harder to leverage AI assistance in the right way and learn from it (Kellogg, 
Valentine, and Christin, 2020). Similarly, Wang et al. (2023) show that workers with more task-
based experience benefit more from AI. That is, the ability to learn from AI may itself be a 
valuable skill of high practical importance as small differences in competence at learning tend to 
accumulate (Levitt and March, 1988).  

2.3 Specialization and Strategy Diversity 
If humans can successfully learn from AI, what might be a plausible mechanism behind such 
learning? We theorize that specialization—the process by which individuals focus on a narrow 
area of expertise—could be a key driver. Specialization is a well recognized mechanism behind 
learning (Cohen, Levinthal, and others, 1990; Levinthal and March, 1993). While specialization 
may be beneficial individually, it may lead to unintended downsides on the group (or 
organizational) level. If the individuals of a group specialize in different areas, group-level 
intellectual diversity would increase, improving the capacity of the group to solve complex 
problems (Fazelpour and De-Arteaga, 2022). However, if individuals in a group specialize in the 
same areas, intellectual diversity on the group level would decrease. The resulting  homogeneity 
in mental patterns and loss of strategic diversity among human decision-makers would have 
negative effects on long-term problem solving ability of firms (Levinthal and March, 1993; Page, 
2019) and may undermine firms’ competitive advantage (Felin and Holweg, 2024). Such a 
homogenization risk seems especially probable in the context of generic and centralized AI 
systems where many individuals (both within and across firms) are exposed to generic and non-
specific AI output. Access to the same feedback from a single centralized AI system (such as AI 
foundation models) could lead to such homogenization. Here, it seems especially likely that 
learning from AI feedback could result in homogeneous (rather than diverse) group-level 
specialization. The potential risks of decreased population-level intellectual diversity as an 
unintended consequence of learning from AI feedback poses a crucial alignment problem with 
important risks on the larger societal level (Bengio et al., 2024). This risk has been termed 
“outcome homogenization” and is a recurring theme in work discussing risks of algorithmic 
monoculture (Bommasani et al., 2022). However, those discussions have been mostly 
speculative as high-quality empirical evidence from real-world settings is lacking. This implies 
that it is important to also study the impact of AI on the broader ecosystem level like the effect 
on an entire population of users of AI systems. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SevLeC
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TWZgAf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TWZgAf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TWZgAf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SclSJm
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?biHOpb
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?biHOpb
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?0ygCVA
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?qgmWpX
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Fxl9uf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?CDIlvh
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5FtQEx
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5FtQEx
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?55oOkX
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?OZPtU5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?OZPtU5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?OZPtU5
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gAe8fp
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gAe8fp
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gAe8fp
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2.4 Research Questions 
The arguments above raise several interrelated research questions, which we examine 
empirically. We aim to investigate the issue of AI feedback on decision-making holistically 
spanning the entire decision-making cycle.  
First: When do human decision makers seek AI feedback and do they use AI in the “right” way? 

That is, in which situations (successes vs. failures) are decision-makers most likely to seek AI 
feedback and does the propensity to seek AI feedback differ across skill levels? We 
specifically focus on a setting in which decision-makers are free to choose in which situations 
they seek AI feedback or forgo such feedback. Following Gaessler and Piezunka (2023), we 
explore this question “in the field” in which other modes of learning are also available to 
decision-makers.  

Second: Which forms of AI feedback are most useful for learning and do higher- and lower-
skilled decision-makers learn at the same rate? We explore if AI feedback on successes is 
equally beneficial as AI feedback on failures. Focusing on higher- and lower-skilled decision-
makers allows us to investigate the important question of skill-based inequality: Does access 
to AI feedback increase or decrease the skill gap over time? 

Third: Is specialization a plausible mechanism behind learning? And if so, what effect does AI 
induced specialization have on long-term sustainability of human cognitive diversity? In other 
words, we explore whether AI-induced specialization on the individual level has negative 
consequences on intellectual diversity on the group level. 

3. Setting and Data 
We use chess as a sample research domain of strategic decision-making in which AI is already 
widely adopted and the superhuman skill of AI is well known. Chess has been a focal point of AI 
research for decades (Shannon, 1950; Turing, 1953). Chess has been used to study cognitive 
performance over human life spans (Strittmatter, Sunde, and Zegners, 2020) the effect of masks 
on performance (Smerdon, 2022), gender differences in competition (De Sousa and Hollard, 
2022), personal bests as reference points (Anderson and Green, 2018), the joint effect of 
intelligence and practice on skill development (Vaci et al., 2019), and in hundreds of other 
studies on cognition, strategy, and artificial intelligence.  
 
Our data come from lichess.org, a popular and free online chess platform. On average, more than 
90 million games are played each month on the platform.2 It is distinct among the major chess 
platforms because it is a nonprofit, and makes every platform feature available for free.3 Our 
study centers around a specific platform feature: The platform allows players to seek AI 
feedback on games they played on the platform. This AI feedback is powered by a chess AI 

 
2 See https://database.lichess.org/#standard_games for the full database of Lichess games 
3 Competitor platforms such as Chess.com offer similar AI features but only behind paywalls.  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ZctMHX
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TjJlbo
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DnK3ZV
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rUz8Nj
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?acCuEP
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?acCuEP
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EynCNa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?cmK71P
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?cmK71P
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?cmK71P
https://database.lichess.org/#standard_games
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called Stockfish. Stockfish is free, open source, and the strongest chess AI in the world.4 That is, 
the AI feedback players receive can be considered feedback from a chess expert of the highest 
caliber. The current (in 2024) version is Stockfish 16, and has a chess skill (called Elo) of 3,641 
(see more on the chess Elo skill measure further below). For comparison, if Magnus Carlsen, 
widely regarded as the best player in history, played against this AI at his peak rating (Elo = 
2,882), he would be expected to win just 12 out of 1,000 games. 
 
The AI feedback informs players of the strength of every move they played, and the strategic 
advantage they gained (or lost) with each move. The AI feedback also informs players what the 
best moves would have been in each position and how much these alternative moves would have 
strengthened their position. The AI feedback feature allows decision-makers to “replay” a game, 
move by move, and receive AI feedback on every move (Figure A1 in the Appendix shows an 
annotated example of the AI feedback). We refer to the process of having an AI analyze a game 
as AI feedback and AI analysis interchangeably.  
 
We then exploit a unique feature of the Lichess platform: Lichess allows anyone to see whether a 
given game has been analyzed by a human using the AI feedback feature. We collected this data 
to investigate individual-level performance returns to seeking AI feedback on games. 
Unfortunately, the platform does not show who analyzed the game. To overcome this limitation 
we focus on games played by humans against bots. For those games we can be reasonably 
certain that if a human played against a bot, the human player in the match was the person who 
analyzed the game. Technically, other humans could also seek such AI feedback but since games 
against AI bots are predominantly played for training purposes (Gaessler and Piezunka, 2023), 
the sheer number of those games, and that only a few of these games are played by famous 
players, this is highly unlikely. Around 15% of all games in our sample had players request AI 
feedback.  
 
Consequently, the starting point of our data collection are AI bots. We identified every AI bot on 
Lichess in September 2022 (n = 129). We then collect every game played by each bot using 
Lichess’ API. We had 1,054,640 games after removing games between AI bots (with no human 
player), games that were not “normal” chess games (e.g., 4 player games) and unrated games. 
We removed unrated games because players likely used more effort in their rated games. Finally, 
we included every game up to the human player’s 50th game. We chose this cutoff because only 
5% percent of players played more than 50 games. This cutoff increases the generalizability of 
our results, as they are less influenced by a few players who have played unusually many games. 
On average, it took 53 days for a player to play 50 games against a bot, with a standard deviation 
of 144 days. As a robustness check, we look at cutoffs of up to a player's 30th game and up to a 
player’s 70th game and find substantially the same results (see Table A1 in the Appendix).  
 

 
4 https://chessify.me/blog/top-chess-engines  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?1D9yw5
https://chessify.me/blog/top-chess-engines
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The final dataset contains 403,010 game-level observations from 52,251 human players. For 
each game, we have information on whether the game was analyzed (i.e., whether the human 
player sought AI feedback for the game), the performance of the human player in the game, and 
several other game- and individual-level attributes (see more details below). Notice that the 
number of observations in the different regression models will deviate from this number for two 
reasons. First, by using lagged variables on the right hand side, the first observation for every 
individual will drop out (e.g., the first game observed by an individual has no meaningful count 
of prior AI feedback). Second, when we use logistic regression, instances with no variation in the 
dependent variable are collinear with the individual-level fixed effect and cannot be used for 
estimation (e.g., individuals who either analyzed all games or no games). 
 
Dependent Variables. Our study relies on two key dependent variables: AI feedback, and 
performance. AI feedback is a simple dummy indicator which is 1 if a human player sought AI 
feedback on a given game, and 0 otherwise. To capture human performance we construct a 
measure of overall move accuracy. First, for each game we collect the entire move-by-move 
sequence of play from the Lichess’ API. We then use Stockfish 16 to analyze the quality of each 
move in every game in our sample (this corresponds to 70,037,446 moves total, or about 35 
moves per game). To assess the quality of each individual move, Stockfish simulates up to 
1,500,000 moves to assess what the best strategy is for each side (this is the same setting as the 
AI feedback feature on the Lichess website). Move quality is expressed as the probability that 
white or black would win the game after that move. Finally, we transform this move-level 
performance measure into an aggregate game-level performance measure using the same formula 
employed by Lichess.5  
 
Control Variables. We collected both game- and individual-level data as control variables. 
Game-level data includes the length6 and type of the game (e.g., bullet or classic), whether the 
game was won or lost, whether the game used a common chess opening, and the skill of the bot 
opponent. Individual-level data includes the human player’s skill level (measured through Elo, 
see Appendix Equation A2 for details), and tenure and experience of the human player (Table 1). 
We also measure both a player and a bot’s skill using their Elo scores. An Elo score measures 
how good a player is, with higher numbers indicating more skill. Most bots have a consistent 
underlying skill that only changes when the bot is updated, which rarely happens, but the bot Elo 
still varies slightly based on games they have won and lost. Since moving first gives players 
more control over the direction of the game, we include an additional dummy indicating whether 
the focal player moved first (playing white) or second (playing black, omitted category) as an 

 
5 https://lichess.org/page/accuracy  
6 107 games in our dataset last longer than 100,000 seconds. These games are “correspondence” games, which are 
one of the six game types in our data. Correspondence games give each player a long time (usually one day) to make 
a move. This explains the very large maximum value on game length in Table 1.  

https://lichess.org/page/accuracy
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important control variable (the Section Defining Control Variables in the Appendix provides 
detailed explanation of each measure).  
 
We include a control variable 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒!" and its squared term, which captures the number of years 
an individual i has been active on the platform at time t. This allows us to distinguish between 
learning from AI Feedback and changes in performance that occur because of other factors 
(Argote and Epple, 1990; Thornton and Thompson, 2001). 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒!" effectively captures the 
general passage of time and thus incorporates possible experience accumulated outside the 
platform through playing in-person games, games played on other platforms, other forms of 
chess training, education, or other activities outside the online platform (Riedl and Seidel, 2018). 
We also include a count of total games played against bots, which we call experience, because 
prior experience is a critical determinant of learning (Riedl and Seidel, 2018). 
 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations of key study variables. 

 

4. Analysis 

4.1 Choice to Seek AI Feedback 

4.1.1 Empirical Model 
We investigated who sought AI feedback, and in which situation by analyzing whether a game 
was analyzed as our dependent variable (1 = analyzed, 0 = not analyzed). We use logistic panel 
regression with fixed effects for the human player, the bot opponent,7 the year, the month, the 
time control, and a dummy variable indicating whether a bot was among the top 100 most 
popular bots, with clustered standard errors on the human player level. We estimate 
 
𝑃𝑟(𝐴𝐼	𝐹𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘!" 	= 	1) 	= 		𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑡#1⬚(𝛽1𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠!" 		+ 𝛽2𝑆𝑘𝑖𝑙𝑙!" 	+ 𝛽3𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠!" × 𝑆𝑘𝑖𝑙𝑙!" 	+
𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠	  
                                               	𝛼! + 𝛼"#$ + 𝛼%&'( +⬚ 𝛼*#+$ℎ + 𝛼,'*&-%.& + 𝜖!$)         
 
where 𝑃𝑟(𝐴𝐼	𝐹𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘!" 	= 	1) is the probability that player i seeks AI feedback for the game 
played at time t. Lossit is an indicator whether the game to be analyzed was a win or a loss, Skillit  

 
7 To avoid overspecifying our model with too many fixed effects, bots with less than 100 games were grouped 
together in a single category “other”. 

1 Descriptives

Mean SD Min Max (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
AI Feedback (1) 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00

Performance (Move Accuracy) (2) 87.98 6.49 7.79 100.00 0.12***
Opponent Skill (3) 1693.17 323.17 543.00 3039.00 0.00 0.07***

Human Skill (4) 1588.91 302.00 455.00 3409.00 0.04*** 0.22*** 0.43***
Experience (5) 14.27 13.40 1.00 49.00 0.02*** 0.01** -0.07*** -0.04***

Tenure (6) 0.15 0.36 0.00 4.68 0.04*** 0.01*** -0.01*** 0.06*** 0.23***
Common Opening (7) 0.84 0.37 0.00 1.00 0.02*** 0.03*** -0.01*** -0.04*** 0.01*** 0.01***

Game Length (8) 810.98 37716.42 0.00 7683335.00 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00*
Loss (9) 0.57 0.49 0.00 1.00 -0.16*** -0.38*** 0.30*** -0.11*** -0.06*** -0.02*** 0.00* 0.00

Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations of key study variables.

2

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?7xufkA
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?lMKwVg
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?tPqKKm
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is the player i’s Elo rating at time t, and controls are our control variables. Finally, 𝛼 are fixed 
effects for the individual, bot, year, month, and game type.  

4.1.1 Results 

Who seeks AI feedback and in what situations? Higher-skilled individuals are significantly more 
likely to seek AI feedback than lower-skilled individuals (Table 2, Model 1, 𝛽 = 0.06; 	𝑝 =
0.031). Furthermore, individuals have a strong aversion to seeking AI feedback in situations of 
failure (i.e., for games they have lost; 𝛽 = −1.61; 	𝑝 < 0.001). There is only a 11% chance that 
an individual will seek AI feedback on a failure while there is a 21% likelihood to to seek AI 
feedback in case of success (average marginal predictions). None of the control variables have a 
significant effect on propensity to seek feedback with the exception of moving first (playing 
white). Looking at heterogeneity across individuals, we find a large significant coefficient of the 
interaction term (𝛽 = 0.24; 	𝑝 < 0.001) indicating that higher-skilled individuals are much more 
likely to seek AI feedback in situations of failure.  
 
Our variables of interest, seeking AI feedback on games that were lost, gives rise to potential 
endogeneity concerns due to omitted variables as losing games itself is endogenous (i.e., 
individuals who experience more (less) failure, have more (less) opportunities seek AI feedback 
on those failures). The panel data structure and fixed effects specification underlying our analysis 
already accounts for measured and unmeasured individual-specific characteristics that are fixed 
over time. This includes important individual-level traits such as latent levels of ambition and 
learning goal orientation. Despite this approach, experiencing failure may potentially be 
endogenous due to time-variant omitted variables. We conduct a robustness test using a control 
function approach (Wooldridge, 2010) in the Appendix Table A2. We indeed find signs of 
endogeneity suggesting that the strong negative relationship between seeking AI in situations of 
failure is driven in large part by endogenous time-varying shocks (e.g., lower motivation). We 
find signs of a negative bias, where time-variant shocks that promote losses (e.g., lower 
motivation) are correlated with lower likelihood to seek AI feedback. The results imply that 
using AI feedback correctly follows endogenous processes where seeking AI feedback in 
challenging situations may depend on time-varying levels of motivation. As a result, when left to 
their own devices, decision-makers often pass up seeking AI feedback even though it is readily 
available to them which may curtail their ability to learn as we will explore in the next section.  
 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?v6JUD7
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Table 2. Propensity to seek AI feedback. Standard errors clustered on the individual level in 
parentheses. 

 

4.2 Learning from AI Feedback 

4.2.1 Empirical Model 
In order to determine whether people improve as a result of using AI feedback, we use panel 
regression with user and time fixed effects. Like our prior model, this allows us to control for 
unchanging but unobserved user qualities, such as intelligence, sex, or number of games chess 
games played prior to arrival on Lichess.org. Our time fixed effects allow us to control for 
changes across the platform that affect all users. We estimate the equation 
 

𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒!" = 𝛽1𝐴𝐼	𝐹𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘!"#1 	+ 𝛽2𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝐶𝑢𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝐺𝑎𝑚𝑒𝑠!"#1) 	+	 

𝛽3𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒!" +⬚ 	𝛽4𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒!"2
⬚ + 𝛽5𝑂𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑛𝑡	𝑆𝑘𝑖𝑙𝑙!" + 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠	 +		      

	𝛼! + 𝛼%&" + 𝛼'()* +⬚ 𝛼+&,"ℎ + 𝛼-)+(.'/( + 𝜖!"		      

3 Analysis 1: Decision to use AI

Dependent Variable: Seek AI Feedback (binomial)

Main E↵ect Interaction

(1) (2)

Skill (Elo, z-scored) 0.06⇤ �0.04
(0.03) (0.03)

Loss �1.61⇤⇤⇤ �1.59⇤⇤⇤

(0.03) (0.03)
Skill ⇥ Loss 0.24⇤⇤⇤

(0.02)
Controls

Playing White 0.09⇤⇤⇤ 0.09⇤⇤⇤

(0.02) (0.02)
Common Opening �0.01 �0.01

(0.02) (0.02)
Game Length 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Experience (log) 0.00 0.01

(0.02) (0.02)
Tenure 0.29 0.26

(0.57) (0.57)
Tenure

2
0.03 0.03
(0.06) (0.06)

Num. obs. 187, 422 187, 422
Num. groups: Individual 10, 164 10, 164
Num. groups: Bot 58 58

Num. groups: Year 6 6

Num. groups: Month 12 12

Num. groups: Game Type 6 6

Deviance 140, 367.99 140, 092.18
Log Likelihood �70, 184.00 �70, 046.09
Pseudo R

2
0.27 0.27

⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 2: Statistical models

4
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where Performance, Tenure, and Opponent Skill are indexed by the game played at time t and 
individual i. AI Feedback and Cumulative Games are time lagged—indexed by time t-1—to 
capture learning from previous AI feedback and direct experience (cumulative games). We also 
estimate variations of this equation in which we split the total amount of AI feedback into 
separate counters for AI feedback on wins and losses. As before, 𝛼 are fixed effects for the 
individual, bot, year, month, and game type. 

4.2.1 Results 

Do individuals learn from AI feedback? We find no effect of overall AI feedback (Table 3; 
Model 1; 𝛽 = 0.00; 	𝑝 = 0.688). However, this overall null-effect hides two opposing 
heterogeneous effects. Whereas feedback on losses leads to performance improvements (Model 
2;𝛽 = 0.04; 	𝑝 < 0.001), feedback on wins—seeking a pat on the back in situations in which 
individuals already succeeded—actually deteriorates performance (Model 3; 𝛽 = −0.02; 	𝑝 =
0.002). When entering wins and losses simultaneously, respective effects are even stronger 
(Model 4). This indicates that AI feedback is effective to learn, but only when feedback is sought 
in situations of failures and not in success situations. In the Appendix Table A3 we show 
robustness tests indicating that these results also hold when considering performance against 
human players. That is, AI feedback is useful for broad-based learning that improves 
performance both against AI and human opponents.  
 
Considering these results on learning from AI feedback in the context of the previous set of 
analyses—when decision-makers seek AI feedback—a stark conclusion stands out: Left to their 
own devices, individuals seek AI feedback in the wrong situations (wins) which hampers their 
learning and curtails their future performance: Decision-makers should seek AI feedback after 
experiencing failures not successes. Higher-skilled individuals appear to be in a much better 
position to benefit from AI feedback: They seek more feedback on failures, thus increasing their 
ability to learn from AI and improve their skill even more.  
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Table 3. Effect of prior AI feedback on current performance. Standard errors clustered on the 
individual level in parentheses. 

 

4.3 Heterogeneous Treatment by Skill 
To further investigate whether higher- or lower-skilled decision-makers benefit from AI 
feedback more than high skill players, we use a Generalized Random Forest (GRF), a non-
parametric method that estimates heterogeneous treatment effects (Athey, Tibshirani, and Wager, 
2019). Because GRFs are non-parametric, a GRF ensures that choices around which parameters 
to include, such as interaction terms, are less likely to drive any effects that we observe. We 
estimate the Conditional Average Treatment Effect of cumulative numbers of AI feedback across 
individuals with different skill levels (we also include the same control variables as in our other 
analyses such as opponent skill, tenure, opponent skill etc.). Variable selection occurs 
automatically with GRFs. As before, we use performance (human accuracy in a chess game) as 
the dependent variable.  
 
We find statistically significant and practically significant heterogeneity in the effect of AI 
analysis on performance (i.e., the conditional average treatment effect). We compare the average 
treatment effects of AI feedback for high vs. low skilled decision-makers using a median split 

4 Analysis 2: Performance

Dependent Variable: Performance (OLS)

Total Games Losses Wins Wins & Losses

(1) (2) (3) (4)

AI Feedback 0.00
(0.00)

AI Feedback on Losses 0.04⇤⇤⇤ 0.06⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.01)
AI Feedback on Wins �0.02⇤⇤ �0.04⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.01)
Controls

Experience (log) �0.07⇤⇤⇤ �0.09⇤⇤⇤ �0.05⇤⇤ �0.07⇤⇤⇤

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Tenure 0.53 0.52 0.55 0.54

(0.76) (0.76) (0.76) (0.76)
Tenure

2 �0.24⇤⇤ �0.23⇤⇤ �0.25⇤⇤⇤ �0.24⇤⇤

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Skill (Elo, z-scored) 0.18⇤⇤⇤ 0.18⇤⇤⇤ 0.18⇤⇤⇤ 0.19⇤⇤⇤

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Opponent Skill (Elo, z-scored) �0.19⇤⇤⇤ �0.19⇤⇤⇤ �0.19⇤⇤⇤ �0.20⇤⇤⇤

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Num. obs. 401, 913 401, 913 401, 913 401, 913
Adj. R

2
0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19

Num. groups: Individual 52, 179 52, 179 52, 179 52, 179
Num. groups: Bot 59 59 59 59

Num. groups: Year 6 6 6 6

Num. groups: Month 12 12 12 12

Num. groups: Game Type 6 6 6 6

⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 3: Statistical models

5

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?o4Z1d4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?o4Z1d4
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(i.e., those above and below median 1,575 Elo). The average treatment effect among high-skilled 
individuals is 0.037 [95% CI: 0.034 - 0.040]. The average treatment effect among low-skilled 
individuals is 0.021 [95% CI: 0.019 - 0.023]. Showing the effect visually, we find a U-shaped 
relationship (Figure 1). Low-skilled individuals benefit more from AI feedback than those of 
medium skill, whereas high-skilled benefit the most. That is, high-skilled individuals benefit 
from AI feedback substantially more than low-skilled individuals: They learn faster than lower-
skilled individuals. This may be driven by higher skilled individuals being more likely to seek AI 
feedback on failures and the strong effect this has on performance (as shown above), whereas 
less skilled decision-makers are more likely to seek feedback on successes. As a result, the 
introduction of AI feedback in this setting amplifies the already existing skill gap between high 
and low-skilled individuals.  
 

 
Figure 1. Strength of the conditional average treatment effect of learning from AI feedback 
across a range of skill levels. 

4.4 AI Feedback Leads to Specialization 
We propose that specialization is one contributing mechanism behind how decision-makers learn 
from AI feedback. To explore specialization as a potential mechanism, we focus on the opening 
moves of a chess game, known as “chess openings.” Openings are important in chess because 
they set the stage for the middle game, thus narrowing the space of strategies that need to be 
considered in later phases. They are widely studied and cataloged. Many opening sequences have 
well-known names such as the “Queen's Gambit” and the “Sicilian Defense” (Hooper and 
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Whyld, 1992). Most players specialize in certain openings, focusing on a repertoire of set 
openings that they favor (Chassy and Gobet, 2011). While a narrow repertoire allows for deeper 
specialization it also makes players less flexible to deal with different opponents (Webb, 2013). 
If our prediction about specialization as a mechanism behind learning is true, we would expect 
some form of homogenization in strategies that human decision-makers employ as they hone 
their skills through AI feedback. We use a simple logistic regression framework to study 
individuals' likelihood to repeat the same opening strategy that they used in one of the previous 
five games (see Appendix Equation A1 for exact regression equation). We classify all opening 
strategies using three character Encyclopaedia of Chess Openings (ECO) codes.8 The dependent 
variable is set to 1 if a player reuses an opening strategy that they have played recently (at least 
once in the previous five games), and 0 otherwise. Our main explanatory variable is the logged 
count of how many previous games the individual has analyzed using AI (Table 4). Since 
moving first gives players more control over the direction of the game, we include an additional 
dummy indicating whether the focal player moved first (playing white) or second (playing black, 
omitted category) as an important control variable. 
 

 
8 https://www.365chess.com/eco.php  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?3yaYZE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nehsRM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?2nSN1G
https://www.365chess.com/eco.php
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Table 4. Specialization as mechanism. Likelihood to repeat the same opening move strategy 
increases with AI feedback. 

 
 
We find a significant effect of AI feedback on strategy specialization (Model 1, 𝛽 = 0.04, 𝑝	 =
	0.028). A 1% increase in AI feedback increases a decision-maker’s likelihood to repeat the same 
strategy that they have played recently by about 4%. We also find a significant positive 
interaction with skill (Model 2, 𝛽 = 0.02, 𝑝	 = 	0.034) suggesting that the specialization effect of 
AI feedback is stronger for more skilled individuals. This also indicates that the specialization 
effect is not merely driven by beginner players learning to play common opening strategies (as 

5 Diversity

5.1 Individual Level

Dependent Variable: Repeat Strategy (binomial)

Main E↵ect Interaction

(1) (2)

Total Games Analyzed (log) 0.04⇤ 0.04⇤

(0.02) (0.02)
Skill (Elo, z-scored) 0.01 �0.00

(0.02) (0.02)
Skill ⇥ Total Games Analyzed 0.02⇤

(0.01)
Controls

Playing White 0.27⇤⇤⇤ 0.27⇤⇤⇤

(0.02) (0.02)
Common Opening 1.19⇤⇤⇤ 1.19⇤⇤⇤

(0.04) (0.04)
Game Length 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Experience (log) 0.02 0.03

(0.02) (0.02)
Tenure �1.42⇤⇤⇤ �1.41⇤⇤⇤

(0.34) (0.34)
Tenure

2
0.16⇤⇤⇤ 0.16⇤⇤⇤

(0.04) (0.04)
Opponent Skill 0.03 0.03

(0.03) (0.03)

Num. obs. 238987 238987

Num. groups: human 11239 11239

Num. groups: Year 6 6

Num. groups: Month 12 12

Num. groups: BotFESimple 59 59

Num. groups: GameSpeed 6 6

Deviance 246930.11 246922.54
Log Likelihood �123465.05 �123461.27
Pseudo R

2
0.07 0.07

⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 5: Statistical models

5.2 Platform Level

7
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opposed to playing uncommon openings), but is even stronger among higher-skilled players who 
are already familiar with opening strategies. 

4.5 Intellectual Diversity on the Platform Level 
As decision-makers learn to specialize based on receiving AI feedback, an important question 
emerges: Across a larger population, do decision-makers specialize in the same or different 
ways? If many individuals in a group exposed to AI feedback specialize in the same way, group-
level strategy diversity would decrease; whereas if they specialize in different ways, it would 
increase. We find that many individuals appear to specialize along the same dimensions, thus 
reducing group-level strategy diversity. We begin with a simple descriptive analysis (Figure 2). 
We group individuals by their level of past AI feedback. As individuals accumulate more 
exposure to AI feedback from analyzing more games, the diversity of opening move strategies 
they employ decreases (Pearson 𝜌 = −0.59; 	𝑝	 = 	4.9	 × 10#6). Next, we provide causal 
evidence for lower group-level intellectual diversity by analyzing a set of natural experiments. 
 

 
Figure 2. Platform-level intellectual diversity decreases with more AI analysis experience. 
 
Analysis Approach. To establish that this population-level decrease in intellectual diversity 
(strategy use) is causally driven by AI feedback we combine Regression Discontinuity in Time 
(RDiT; Hausman and Rapson, 2018) and natural experiments. First, we aggregate all chess 
openings played on the entire platform on a given day into a diversity metric (1− 𝐺𝑖𝑛𝑖). This 
metric captures how likely it is that two games played on the same day and drawn at random use 
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the same opening sequence.9 This gives us a single time series of platform-level intellectual 
diversity.  
 
Next, we compile a list of platform changes which we leverage as natural experiments to 
establish a causal relationship with the AI feedback feature on the platform. Between 2020 and 
2023,10 the platform experienced 42 major updates.11 We treat these updates as regression 
discontinuity events by comparing the platform-level time series of intellectual diversity across 
multiple small time windows around these 42 platform changes. Each time window compares 
intellectual diversity right before vs. right after the platform changes. Onto this RDiT analysis we 
layer a natural experiment lens: 18 platform changes did not affect the AI analysis feature and 24 
did affect the AI analysis feature.12 That means in addition to the dummy variable indicating 
whether a time series observation was obtained before vs. after a platform change, we introduce 
a second dummy variable indicating whether the platform change was related to the AI feature or 
not. This analysis then compares changes in daily platform-level strategy diversity from right 
before a platform change to that after the platform change while simultaneously accounting for 
the fact that some changes were related to the AI analysis feature and others were not. That is, 
days right before a platform change serve as control cases for days right after a platform change; 
and days after an AI unrelated platform change serve as controls for days after an AI related 
platform change.  
 
Specifically, we estimate 

𝐷𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑦(" = 𝛽1𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟(" +	𝛽2𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟(" × 𝐴𝐼	𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑( + 𝛼( + 𝛼(" 
where 𝐷𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑦(" is the platform-level strategy diversity on day t around the natural experiment 
e and 𝛼( are fixed effects for each natural experiment (hence the main effect of the 𝐴𝐼	𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 
dummy will drop out). The coefficient 𝛽1𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 captures the effect of an AI unrelated platform 
change (which we would expect to be insignificant if platform changes unrelated to the AI 

 
9 To account for the fact that diversity of strategies may depend mechanically on the number of 
daily games we aggregate, we draw 100 random games, and compute the platform-level diversity 
index for this random subset. To minimize noise from this sampling procedure, we then repeat 
this process 100 times and average the diversity score. 
10 We focus on days with at least 100 games (the period from 2020-11-27 through 2023-06-09) 
and exclude early days of the platform on which only few daily games were played.  
11 https://lichess.org/changelog accessed 2024-07-08. 
12  The fact that we observe many platform changes of which some are related to the AI analysis 
feature and others are unrelated creates a form of “cross-sectional” variation which casts this 
analysis as a kind of difference-in-difference analysis (Angrist and Pischke, 2009). That is, we 
have many observations before and after platform changes, where in some the relationship 
between AI analysis should be unchanged from the before-to-after period (because the platform 
change was unrelated to AI analysis), in others it should be affected. We classify a platform 
change as AI related if the release notes for the main platform changes mention the word 
“analysis”, and unrelated otherwise.  

https://lichess.org/changelog
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?pWttBw
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feature do indeed not affect learning from AI feedback), and the coefficient 𝛽2 for the interaction 
term of 𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 × 𝐴𝐼	𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 captures the effect of AI related platform changes on platform-level 
intellectual diversity. This analysis estimates three levels of effects: Diversity in the period 
before the platform change, after a platform change that was unrelated to the AI analysis feature, 
and after a platform change related to the AI analysis feature. In a robustness test, we also 
include 𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒 and 𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒2 controls (treating the entire estimate more as a continuous time 
regression discontinuity model rather than a plain regression discontinuity design without time as 
the running variable). 
 
For each of the 42 natural experiments, we select small and precise time windows of the 15 days 
prior to the platform change, and the 15 days after. This strengthens our RD design with a mass 
of observations very close to the threshold where identification rests upon a conditional 
expectation as one approaches the threshold. Furthermore, since platform changes are 
unexpected for most users, individuals cannot easily sort across the threshold.13 That is, we 
believe we can make a credible claim to exogeneity: Most individuals will be unaware when 
platform changes are being released, and maybe in particular be unaware whether the platform 
changes will affect the AI analysis feature or not. As a result, selection across the threshold and 
strategic behavior seem unlikely. We think this natural experiment setting approaches the as-
good-as-random interpretation of a cross-sectional RD.  
 
Results. We find that platform changes unrelated to the AI analysis feature are indeed not 
statistically significant but have a tendency to increase platform-level intellectual diversity (𝛽 =
0.12; 	𝑝 = 0.115) while changes related to the AI feature decrease intellectual diversity 
significantly (𝛽 = −0.28; 	𝑝 = 0.005; Figure 3). Results are robust to using 15 day windows 
before/after the platform change or 30 days, and including time controls (Table A4). 
 

 
13 We explicitly exclude platform changes related to so-called “community features” where 
individuals may have prior knowledge of the upcoming platform changes and could change their 
behavior in anticipation. 
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Figure 3. Analysis of natural experiments on platform-level intellectual diversity (coefficients 
from Table A4). 

Discussion 
Our analysis shows that decision-makers can learn from AI feedback. However, it also shows 
that when left to their own devices, decision-makers often use AI in the wrong way: They prefer 
to seek feedback after experiencing success rather than losses, which would provide more 
opportunities for learning. Despite positive individual-level learning effects, our analysis also 
shows compelling evidence of unintended consequences on the population-level. Higher-skilled 
individuals learn at a faster rate than lower-skilled individuals, due to their tendency to seek 
more AI feedback and in more challenging situations (after a failure). This implies that in our 
setting, access to AI feedback increases, rather than decreases, the skill gap between high and 
low-skilled individuals. Finally, access to AI feedback causes a decrease in intellectual diversity 
in the population as individuals tend to specialize in the same ways. We make several 
contributions to theory at the intersection of learning, AI, and strategy research. 
 
We contribute to research on learning (Krakowski et al., 2023; Maula et al., 2023; Riedl and 
Seidel, 2018), which can be an an important outcome of AI use besides direct performance 
benefits (Chen and Chan, 2024; Dell’Acqua et al., 2023; Kawaguchi, 2021). Whereas past 
research has started to shed some light on how AI use affects performance and productivity, 
effects of AI use on longer-term and population-level outcomes like learning have been mostly 
neglected (Mollick and Mollick, 2022). Here, we show that AI feedback can drive learning and 
thus affect competitive capabilities. Insights from our work complement two closely related 
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papers that have indicated that people learn from AI but that did not directly observe who was 
using AI and in what situations (Gaessler and Piezunka, 2023; Shin et al., 2023). While we show 
that human decision-makers can learn from AI feedback, our micro-level analysis of AI feedback 
seeking behavior points to an important caveat: In many human-centered environments, humans 
are free to decide when and how to use AI. Not everyone may end up using AI feedback equally 
often or equally well. Using AI correctly itself may emerge as a valuable skill. We also point to 
specialization as a core mechanism through which individual-level learning from AI manifests. 
 
We deepen the understanding around skill gaps and AI and the mixed results as to whether high-
skilled or low-skilled individuals benefit more from AI. Many authors have found that low-skill 
people benefit from AI when AI is available; i.e., when looking at short-term outcomes like 
performance and productivity (Alderucci et al., 2024; Brynjolfsson et al., 2023; Chen and Chan, 
2024; Dell’Acqua et al., 2023). However, we are the first to find the decision to use AI is a skill 
unto itself. Because higher-skilled decision-makers seek AI feedback more often and in more 
fruitful situations, access to AI increases the skill gap in the longer-term due to its effect on 
learning. As a result, access to AI may fail to level the playing field. Despite the theoretical 
prediction that high-quality expert feedback from an AI has the potential to act as a “great 
equalizer” (Chade and Eeckhout, 2018) reducing the difference between high and low skilled 
individuals, we find that this is not what happens in practice (at least in our setting). Thus, our 
study supports the body of work suggesting that AI acts as a complement to high skill 
(Acemoglu and Autor, 2011; Autor, 2024; Autor et al., 2003) and may thus amplify the existing 
skill gap. Our focus on longer-term the outcome of learning may also explain why there may be 
negative long-term effects of AI on inequality despite no apparent negative effects in the short 
run (Alderucci et al., 2024).   
 
We also contribute to research on the role of AI adoption on competitive capabilities. Our multi-
level analysis helps connect insights on individual-level learning and specialization effects with 
organizational-level human capabilities (Krakowski et al., 2023). While research has focused on 
AI uses for automation and productivity gains (Brynjolfsson and Mitchell, 2017; Choudhury et 
al., 2020; Raisch and Krakowski, 2021), we contribute to a deeper understanding of augmented 
intelligence that results when humans interact with AI. Our research contributes to our 
understanding of how people recruit AI technologies to improve their thinking, and what effects 
unfold when these same people, in turn, are recruited into larger cognitive systems like 
organizations (Helfat et al., 2023; Levinthal and March, 1993; Puranam, 2021). While prior work 
has mostly focused on downsides of deskilling due to AI-based automation (Raisch and Fomina, 
2023), we point to downsides due to loss of intellectual diversity as a result of learning. We show 
that learning from AI may reduce intellectual diversity within a population, which could 
undermine that population’s ability to flexibly deal with diverse situations (Fazelpour and De-
Arteaga, 2022). That is, AI may not only undermine competitive advantage as a source of core 
rigidity (Leonard-Barton, 1992) but also by affecting the intellectual diversity of their human 
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users. Reduction in strategy diversity may prove especially detrimental since organizational 
environments have become more global, dynamic, and competitive, thus increasing demand for 
flexibility and innovation (Smith and Lewis, 2011).  
 
Prior theorizing on human-AI collaboration has suggested that the inherent differences between 
human and AI’s cognitive structures could increase intellectual diversity and thus would increase 
problem-solving search depth (Raisch and Fomina, 2023). However, when we consider longer 
timeframes and mutual adaptation in human-AI teams (Puranam, 2021) this pattern may be 
reversed. As an entire population of AI users is exposed to feedback from the same, centralized 
AI system, human decision-makers may become more homogeneous in their decision strategies 
and intellectual diversity decreases. This may undermine an organization's ability to flexibly deal 
with diverse situations, reduce its problem-solving search (which benefits from intellectual 
diversity), and make it easier to exploit by outsiders. In chess, homogenization, particularly 
around the best strategy for the first moves, has been observed as well. To exploit the 
homogenization of openings, Magnus Carlsen famously tries to play a variety of moves  in order 
to put his opponents in an unfamiliar position in which they cannot rely on memorization.14  
 
Our study serves as real-world evidence of population-level homogenization and unintended 
downstream consequences, which are considered potential AI risks (Bengio et al., 2024). 
Extending this insight beyond a single organization could further adversely affect competitive 
advantage. AI can only be the source of sustainable competitive advantage if it is used in unique 
or firm-specific ways (Felin and Holweg, 2024). Generic AI systems that have such a 
homogenizing effect on intellectual diversity may erode organizations’ unique competitive 
advantage.  
 
Generalizability and use cases. We argue that the form of AI feedback that we study, despite the 
rule-based environment of chess, generalizes to many other environments in which AI feedback 
can inform decision-makers of the quality of their past actions. For example, every time a user of 
ChatGPT requests feedback on how to improve the writing of a piece of text, they receive high-
quality, sentence-by-sentence feedback of how the writing could be improved which is not 
dissimilar from the feedback in our setting (and AI systems have been shown to produce text 
perceived as “more human than human”; Jakesch, Hancock, and Naaman, 2023). Similarly, in 
the case of AI-based predictions for revenue optimization (Kawaguchi, 2021), AI can provide 
high-quality feedback on the product assortment decisions made by humans, quantify the quality 
of those decisions by contrasting actual and counterfactual revenue from randomized 
experiments or AI-based predictions. In all these settings, humans may learn over time from 
high-quality AI feedback. Users are already using large language models (LLMs) like ChatGPT 
as “sounding boards,” in which the LLMs are prompted to offer feedback and assessments of 
human created content (Chen and Chan, 2024). It is plausible that decision-makers could learn 

 
14 https://www.chessable.com/blog/openings-magnus-carlsen/ 
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from AI feedback in those and many other settings in a similar fashion. Recently, AI systems 
gained new capabilities that improve their “reasoning” capabilities (e.g., ChatGPT’s most recent 
Strawberry model introduced this capability).15 One way in which users are exposed to this is 
through “train of thought” feedback provided by the AI. This, again, is not dissimilar from our 
setting in which AI feedback provides step-by-step feedback for each decision. Furthermore, we 
speculate that the nature of a chess AI that provides high-quality, yet generic answers to all 
players in the same situation, is not dissimilar from the non-specific AI output produced by AI 
foundation models such as ChatGPT, Llama, or Gemini. As a result, the population-level effects 
we explore may generalize to other AI systems and can inform our understanding of downside 
risks like homogenization.  
 
Limitations. Our study is not without limitations. Our research has a significant limitation in that 
we have provided empirical evidence of how humans recruit AI and learn from AI feedback 
from just one domain (chess). Since there is only limited prior work on how humans interact 
with AI feedback and learn from it, it is difficult to say how similar or different our setting is 
from others. Furthermore, our results may not generalize to other settings given the ability of AI 
right now. At least since IBM’s DeepBlue AI beat Garry Kasparov (Kasparov, 2020), it is well 
known among chess players that AI performs at super-human level. So AI is both factually 
giving high quality feedback and people know that it is high quality. As such, aspects like trust in 
AI are likely to play a minor role in our setting while it may be more of an issue in other settings. 
While this may not be the case today in many AI application scenarios, our research gives 
insights as to what we can likely expect in potential future applications. 
 
Managerial Implications. Our research has managerial implications. Most notably, it informs 
managers in organizations that they may look for ways to leverage AI-based feedback to enhance 
the collective intelligence of their organizations. However, our study also informs managers 
about potential traps. While AI systems can help scale learning and development interventions 
by providing detailed feedback in an automated fashion, they may amplify existing skill 
differences by giving more learning opportunities to higher skilled and highly motivated 
individuals. In order to “democratize” learning opportunities by expanding access to high-quality 
feedback, AI-based interventions may be unlikely to close the skill gap without complementary 
interventions that increase intrinsic motivation and create supportive learning environments. 
Finally, it cautions managers to be mindful of potential downsides of decreased intellectual 
diversity.  
 
Conclusion. Much research has been focused on how machines can learn from humans. Our 
research focuses on the opposite—how humans can learn from AI. Focusing exclusively on 
teaching machines to do what humans can already do ignores an important potential benefit of 
AI to enhance collective intelligence. However, the potential risks of decreased population-level 

 
15 https://openai.com/index/learning-to-reason-with-llms/  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TUpR6K
https://openai.com/index/learning-to-reason-with-llms/


27 

intellectual diversity as an unintended consequence of learning from AI feedback poses a crucial 
alignment problem with important risks on the larger societal level. 

References 
Abdel-Karim BM, Pfeuffer N, Carl KV, Hinz O. 2023. How AI-Based Systems Can Induce 

Reflections: The Case of AI-Augmented Diagnostic Work. MIS Quarterly 47(4). 
Acemoglu D, Autor D. 2011. Skills, tasks and technologies: Implications for employment and 

earnings. In Handbook of Labor Economics. Elsevier, 4: 1043–1171. 
Agrawal A, Gans J, Goldfarb A. 2022. Prediction Machines, Updated and Expanded: The 

Simple Economics of Artificial Intelligence. Harvard Business Press. 
Alderucci D et al. 2024. Quantifying the impact of AI on productivity and labor demand: 

Evidence from US census microdata. In NBER Summer Institute. 
Allen R, Choudhury P. 2022. Algorithm-augmented work and domain experience: The 

countervailing forces of ability and aversion. Organization Science 33(1): 149–169. 
Anderson A, Green E. 2018. Personal bests as reference points. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences 115(8): 1772–1776. 
van Angeren J, Vroom G, McCann BT, Podoynitsyna K, Langerak F. 2022. Optimal 

distinctiveness across revenue models: Performance effects of differentiation of paid and 
free products in a mobile app market. Strategic Management Journal 43(10): 2066–2100. 

Angrist JD, Pischke J-S. 2009. Mostly harmless econometrics: An empiricist’s companion. 
Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ. 

Argote L, Epple D. 1990. Learning curves in manufacturing. Science 247(4945): 920–924. 
Ashford SJ. 1986. Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspective. Academy 

of Management Journal 29(3): 465–487. 
Ashford SJ, Blatt R, VandeWalle D. 2003. Reflections on the looking glass: A review of 

research on feedback-seeking behavior in organizations. Journal of Management 29(6): 
773–799. 

Ashford SJ, Cummings LL. 1983. Feedback as an individual resource: Personal strategies of 
creating information. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 32(3): 370–398. 

Athey S, Tibshirani J, Wager S. 2019. Generalized Random Forests. Annals of Statistics. 
Institute of Mathematical Statistics 47(2): 1148–1178. 

Autor D. 2024. Applying AI to rebuild middle class jobs. National Bureau of Economic 
Research. 

Autor DH. 2015. Why are there still so many jobs? The history and future of workplace 
automation. Journal of Economic Perspectives 29(3): 3–30. 

Autor DH, Levy F, Murnane RJ. 2003. The skill content of recent technological change: An 
empirical exploration. Quarterly Journal of Economics 118(4): 1279–1333. 

Bastani H et al. 2024. Generative ai can harm learning. Available at SSRN 4895486. 
Baumeister RF. 2010. The Self. In Advanced social psychology: The state of the science, 

Baumeister RF, Finkel EJ (eds). Oxford University Press: 139–175. 
Becker GS. 1962. Investment in human capital: A theoretical analysis. Journal of Political 

Economy 70(5, Part 2): 9–49. 
Bengio Y et al. 2024. Managing extreme AI risks amid rapid progress. Science 384(6698): 842–

845. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ


28 

Bennett N, Lemoine GJ. 2014. What a difference a word makes: Understanding threats to 
performance in a VUCA world. Business Horizons. Elsevier 57(3): 311–317. 

Bommasani R, Creel KA, Kumar A, Jurafsky D, Liang PS. 2022. Picking on the same person: 
Does algorithmic monoculture lead to outcome homogenization? Advances in Neural 
Information Processing Systems 35: 3663–3678. 

Bouacida E, Foucart R, Jalloul M. 2024. Decreasing Differences in Expert Advice: Evidence 
from Chess Players. 

Boyacı T, Canyakmaz C, de Véricourt F. 2024. Human and machine: The impact of machine 
input on decision making under cognitive limitations. Management Science 70(2): 1258–
1275. 

Brynjolfsson E, Li D, Raymond LR. 2023. Generative AI at work. National Bureau of Economic 
Research. Available at: https://www.nber.org/papers/w31161. 

Brynjolfsson E, McAfee A. 2014. The Second Machine Age: Work, Progress, and Prosperity in 
a Time of Brilliant Technologies. W W Norton & Co. 

Brynjolfsson E, Mitchell T. 2017. What can machine learning do? Workforce implications. 
Science. American Association for the Advancement of Science 358(6370): 1530–1534. 

Chade H, Eeckhout J. 2018. Matching information. Theoretical Economics 13(1): 377–414. 
Chase WG, Simon HA. 1973. Perception in chess. Cognitive Psychology 4(1): 55–81. 
Chassy P, Gobet F. 2011. Measuring Chess Experts’ Single-Use Sequence Knowledge: An 

Archival Study of Departure from ‘Theoretical’ Openings. PLOS ONE 6(11): 1–9. 
Chen Z, Chan J. 2024. Large language model in creative work: The role of collaboration 

modality and user expertise. Management Science in press. 
Choi JH, Schwarcz D. 2024. AI assistance in legal analysis: An empirical study. Journal of 

Legal Education in press. 
Choudhury P, Starr E, Agarwal R. 2020. Machine learning and human capital complementarities: 

Experimental evidence on bias mitigation. Strategic Management Journal 41(8): 1381–
1411. 

Cohen WM, Levinthal DA, others. 1990. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning 
and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly 35(1): 128–152. 

Csaszar FA, Levinthal DA. 2016. Mental representation and the discovery of new strategies. 
Strategic Management Journal 37(10): 2031–2049. 

Csaszar FA, Steinberger T. 2022. Organizations as artificial intelligences: The use of artificial 
intelligence analogies in organization theory. Academy of Management Annals 16(1): 1–
37. 

De Sousa J, Hollard G. 2022. From Micro to Macro Gender Differences: Evidence from Field 
Tournaments. Management Science 69(6): 3157–3758. 

Deci EL, Ryan RM. 2000. The" what" and" why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-
determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry 11(4): 227–268. 

Dell’Acqua F et al. 2023. Navigating the jagged technological frontier: Field experimental 
evidence of the effects of AI on knowledge worker productivity and quality. Harvard 
Business School Technology & Operations Mgt. Unit Working Paper (24–013). 

Dolata M, Katsiuba D, Wellnhammer N, Schwabe G. 2023. Learning with digital agents: An 
analysis based on the activity theory. Journal of Management Information Systems 40(1): 
56–95. 

Edmondson A. 1999. Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Administrative 
Science Quarterly 44(2): 350–383. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ


29 

Eloundou T, Manning S, Mishkin P, Rock D. 2023. GPTs are GPTs: An early look at the labor 
market impact potential of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.10130. 

Fazelpour S, De-Arteaga M. 2022. Diversity in sociotechnical machine learning systems. Big 
Data & Society 9(1): 20539517221082027. 

Felin T, Holweg M. 2024. Theory Is All You Need: AI, Human Cognition, and Causal 
Reasoning. Strategy Science (in press). 

Foster AD, Rosenzweig MR. 1995. Learning by doing and learning from others: Human capital 
and technical change in agriculture. Journal of Political Economy 103(6): 1176–1209. 

Furman J, Seamans R. 2019. AI and the Economy. Innovation Policy and the Economy 19(1): 
161–191. 

Gaessler F, Piezunka H. 2023. Training with AI: Evidence from chess computers. Strategic 
Management Journal 44(11): 2724–2750. 

Graebner ME, Knott AM, Lieberman MB, Mitchell W. 2023. Empirical inquiry without 
hypotheses: A question-driven, phenomenon-based approach to strategic management 
research. Strategic Management Journal 44(1): 3–10. 

Hausman C, Rapson DS. 2018. Regression discontinuity in time: Considerations for empirical 
applications. Annual Review of Resource Economics 10: 533–552. 

Helfat CE et al. 2023. Renewing the resource-based view: New contexts, new concepts, and new 
methods. Strategic Management Journal 44(6): 1357–1390. 

Helfat CE, Peteraf MA. 2015. Managerial cognitive capabilities and the microfoundations of 
dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal 36(6): 831–850. 

Hendrycks D, Mazeika M, Woodside T. 2023. An overview of catastrophic ai risks. arXiv 
preprint arXiv:2306.12001. 

Hooper D, Whyld K. 1992. The Oxford Companion to Chess, New Edition. Oxford University 
Press: Oxford, UK. 

Humlum A, Vestergaard E. 2024. The Adoption of ChatGPT. University of Chicago, Becker 
Friedman Institute for Economics Working Paper (2024–50). 

Joseph J, Sengul M. 2024. Organization Design: Current Insights and Future Research 
Directions. Journal of Management (in press). 

Jussupow E, Spohrer K, Heinzl A, Gawlitza J. 2021. Augmenting medical diagnosis decisions? 
An investigation into physicians’ decision-making process with artificial intelligence. 
Information Systems Research 32(3): 713–735. 

Kanazawa K, Kawaguchi D, Shigeoka H, Watanabe Y. 2022. AI, skill, and productivity: The 
case of taxi drivers. National Bureau of Economic Research. Available at: 
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30612. 

Kasparov G. 2020. Deep Thinking: Where Machine Intelligence Ends and Human Creativity 
Begins. Revista Empresa y Humanismo. Servicio de Publicaciones de la Universidad de 
Navarra 23(2): 139–143. 

Kawaguchi K. 2021. When will workers follow an algorithm? A field experiment with a retail 
business. Management Science 67(3): 1670–1695. 

Kellogg KC, Valentine MA, Christin A. 2020. Algorithms at work: The new contested terrain of 
control. Academy of Management Annals 14(1): 366–410. 

Kim H, Glaeser EL, Hillis A, Kominers SD, Luca M. 2024. Decision authority and the returns to 
algorithms. Strategic Management Journal 45(4): 619–648. 

Krakowski S, Luger J, Raisch S. 2023. Artificial intelligence and the changing sources of 
competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal 44(6): 1425–1452. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ


30 

Kummer M, Schulte P. 2019. When private information settles the bill: Money and privacy in 
Google’s market for smartphone applications. Management Science 65(8): 3470–3494. 

Lanaj K, Chang C-H, Johnson RE, others. 2012. Regulatory focus and work-related outcomes: a 
review and meta-analysis. Psychological bulletin. American Psychological Association 
138(5): 998. 

Lebovitz S, Lifshitz-Assaf H, Levina N. 2022. To engage or not to engage with AI for critical 
judgments: How professionals deal with opacity when using AI for medical diagnosis. 
Organization science 33(1): 126–148. 

Leonard-Barton D. 1992. Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing new 
product development. Strategic Management Journal 13(S1): 111–125. 

Levinthal DA, March JG. 1993. The myopia of learning. Strategic Management Journal 14(S2): 
95–112. 

Levitt B, March JG. 1988. Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology 14(1): 319–338. 
Ma S et al. 2024. Towards human-AI deliberation: Design and evaluation of LLM-empowered 

deliberative ai for AI-assisted decision-making. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.16812. 
Mack O, Khare A, Krämer A, Burgartz T. 2015. Managing in a VUCA World. Springer. 
Maula M, Heimeriks KH, Keil T. 2023. Organizational experience and performance: A 

systematic review and contingency framework. Academy of Management Annals 17(2): 
546–585. 

McIlroy-Young R, Sen S, Kleinberg J, Anderson A. 2020. Aligning superhuman AI with human 
behavior: Chess as a model system. In Proceedings of the 26th ACM SIGKDD 
International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining: 1677–1687. 

Mithas S, Krishnan MS. 2008. Human capital and institutional effects in the compensation of 
information technology professionals in the United States. Management Science 54(3): 
415–428. 

Mollick ER, Mollick L. 2022. New modes of learning enabled by AI chatbots: Three methods 
and assignments. Available at SSRN 4300783. 

Morewedge CK et al. 2023. Human bias in algorithm design. Nature Human Behaviour. Nature 
Publishing Group UK London : 1–3. 

Noy S, Zhang W. 2023. Experimental evidence on the productivity effects of generative artificial 
intelligence. Science 381(6654): 187–192. 

Page SE. 2019. The diversity bonus: How great teams pay off in the knowledge economy. 
Princeton University Press. 

Puranam P. 2021. Human–AI collaborative decision-making as an organization design problem. 
Journal of Organization Design 10(2): 75–80. 

Raisch S, Fomina K. 2023. Combining human and artificial intelligence: Hybrid problem-solving 
in organizations. Academy of Management Review in press. 

Raisch S, Krakowski S. 2021. Artificial intelligence and management: The automation–
augmentation paradox. Academy of Management Review. Academy of Management 
Briarcliff Manor, NY 46(1): 192–210. 

Riedl C, Seidel VP. 2018. Learning from mixed signals in online innovation communities. 
Organization Science 29(6): 1010–1032. 

Russell S. 2022. Artificial Intelligence and the Problem of Control. Perspectives on Digital 
Humanism 19: 1–322. 

Sætre AS, Van de Ven A. 2021. Generating theory by abduction. Academy of Management 
Review 46(4): 684–701. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ


31 

Saloner G. 1991. Modeling, game theory, and strategic management. Strategic Management 
Journal. Wiley Online Library 12(S2): 119–136. 

Shannon C. 1950. Programming a Computer for Playing Chess. Philosophical Magazine 
41(314): 256–275. 

Shin M, Kim J, Opheusden B, Griffiths T. 2023. Superhuman artificial intelligence can improve 
human decision-making by increasing novelty. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences 120(12). 

Smerdon D. 2022. The effect of masks on cognitive performance. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences 119(49). 

Smith WK, Lewis MW. 2011. Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic equilibrium model of 
organizing. Academy of Management Review 36(2): 381–403. 

Stets JE, Burke PJ. 2000. Identity theory and social identity theory. Social Psychology Quarterly. 
JSTOR 63(3): 224–237. 

Strittmatter A, Sunde U, Zegners D. 2020. Life cycle patterns of cognitive performance over the 
long run. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 177(44): 27255–27261. 

Teece DJ, Pisano G, Shuen A. 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic 
Management Journal 18(7): 509–533. 

Thornton RA, Thompson P. 2001. Learning from experience and learning from others: An 
exploration of learning and spillovers in wartime shipbuilding. American Economic 
Review 91(5): 1350–1368. 

Tong S, Jia N, Luo X, Fang Z. 2021. The Janus face of artificial intelligence feedback: 
Deployment versus disclosure effects on employee performance. Strategic Management 
Journal 42(9): 1600–1631. 

Turing A. 1953. Digital Computers Applied To Games. In Faster Than Thought, 1st ed. Pitnan: 
297. 

Vaci N et al. 2019. The joint influence of intelligence and practice on skill development 
throughout the life span. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 116(37): 
18363–18369. 

Wanberg CR, Kammeyer-Mueller JD. 2000. Predictors and outcomes of proactivity in the 
socialization process. Journal of Applied Psychology 85(3): 373. 

Wang W, Gao G, Agarwal R. 2024. Friend or foe? Teaming between artificial intelligence and 
workers with variation in experience. Management Science 70(9): 5753–5775. 

Webb S. 2013. Chess for Tigers. Batsford Books. 
Wilson HJ, Daugherty P. 2018. Human + Machine: Reimagining Work in the Age of AI. Harvard 

Business Review Press: Boston, MA. 
Wood JV. 1989. Theory and research concerning social comparisons of personal attributes. 

Psychological Bulletin 106(2): 231. 
Wooldridge JM. 2010. Econometric analysis of cross section and panel data. MIT press: 

Cambridge, MA. 
Wooldridge JM. 2015. Control function methods in applied econometrics. Journal of Human 

Resources 50(2): 420–445. 
 

  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?kqG4aZ


32 

 

Appendix 

AI Feedback on the Lichess Platform 
The focal variable in our study is how often individuals seek AI to analyze their games. The 
example below shows the output of what the AI reports when it analyzes a game between two of 
the best players on Lichess. We have annotated some of the most important aspects. Every gray 
bubble with text and every gray every with a black outline was written by us. The arrow pointing 
from the knight to the bishop and the white arrow with the blue outline for the pawn on c2 are 
both part of the output Lichess gives to the player. These arrows change based on the move the 
player is currently analyzing.  
 
Figure A1. Example output of Lichess’ AI feedback. 

 

Measuring Skill In Chess 
One reason chess is studied so heavily is because a player's skill is accurately measured. Each 
player has a rating, usually called an Elo, that indicates how strong a player is (Elo 1,978). 
Stronger players have higher ratings. Equation A2 below demonstrates the percentage of points 
that player A is player is expected to earn against player B. Thus, if player B's Elo is 200 points 
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higher than player A's, then player B is expected to earn 24% of the points in a series of games 
(where a win is 1 point, a loss is 0 points, and a draw is 0.5 points).    
 
Because Elo is a measure of skill, higher Elo players are expected to beat lower Elo players. In 
chess, all games conclude as either a win (1 point), a loss (0 points) or a draw (½ point). The 
percentage of points player A is expected to earn playing against player B is shown by the 
equation below.  
 
Thus, if player A is 50 Elo higher than player B, player A is expected to win 57% of the 
available points in a match. If we exclude the possibility of draws, this means player A is 
expected to win 57% of the time.  
 

𝐸! 	=
1

1	#	10
𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐵	−	𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐴

400 	

               Eq. A2 

 

Defining Control Variables 

We used characteristics of the human, the bot, and the game to identify the features of a game 
that are correlated with games being analyzed. The features included: 

● The human’s skill (measured by Elo, then z-scored against all other player Elos that ever 
played against bots) 

● A dummy variable for whether the human lost the game (1 = lost, 0 = won or drew) 
● The interaction of the human’s skill and whether they lost 
● Common Opening, a dummy variable indicating whether the game began with the two 

most common openings in chess - in which white’s queen pawn or king pawn moves 
forward two spaces (1 = either of those moves, 0 = neither of those moves) 

● Game Type describes the time control, where each player gets this amount of time for all 
moves. We treated these as dummy variables and incorporated them in the fixed effects 

○ Ultrabullet: less than 30 seconds  
○ Bullet: more than 30 seconds and less than 3 minutes 
○ Blitz: More than 3 minutes and less than 8 minutes 
○ Rapid: More than 8 minutes and less than 25 minutes 
○ Classical: longer than 25 minutes 

● Game Length, a continuous variable, measuring the number of seconds a game lasted 
● Experience, a continuous variable, measuring the cumulative number of games a player 

has played against bots (logged) 
● Tenure, a continuous variable, measuring the number of years the player had been on the 

platform at the time of the game 
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● Tenure2, a continuous variable, measuring the number of years (squared) the player had 
been on the platform 

● White: A binary variable indicating whether a player used the white pieces 

Robustness Test: Using Different Cutoffs of Games Played 
Our models in the main paper used up to a player’s 50th game. We used that cutoff because only 
5% of players played more than 50 games. Including longer histories, would imply that any 
effects we observe are driven by fewer and fewer individuals. For example, moving from 
histories of 50 games to 100 games, increases the number of observations in our dataset by 24%, 
but those additional observations come from only 5% of individuals making it harder to 
generalize to the overall population. The table below shows what the coefficients would be for 
Model 4, in Table 3 if we had used cutoffs at 30 games, 50 games, and 70 games. 
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Table A1. Estimation results from using cutoffs at 30 games, 50 games, and 70 games 

 

Robustness Test: Endogeneity of Losing Games 
We account for measured and unmeasured factors such as individual-level ambition and learning 
goal orientation with our panel data structure and fixed effects. Despite fixed effects controlling 
for time-invariant attributes, losing games may potentially be endogeneity due to omitted 
variables. For example, if losing games is a result of an unobserved time-varying attribute, such 
as low motivation, this may also influence an individual's choice to seek AI feedback games 
which would bias our estimates. To deal with endogeneity concerns of analyzing losses, we 
provide robustness checks using the control function approach (Wooldridge, 2010). Compared to 
the instrumental variable approach, the control function approach has the benefit that it can be 
easily applied to nonlinear models (binomial; Wooldridge, 2010). We construct individual-level 
instrumental variables following similar ideas as prior work in other settings of management 
research (van Angeren et al., 2022; Kummer and Schulte, 2019). We used the average number of 
losses in the five previous games of the individual as our instrument. The idea behind this 
instrument is that it captures time-varying levels of motivation which may influence losing the 
focal game and seeking AI feedback. However, this fluctuation in motivation only affects the 

Dependent Variable: Performance (OLS)

First 30 First 50 First 70

Observations Observations Observations

AI Feedback on Losses 0.11⇤⇤⇤ 0.06⇤⇤⇤ 0.03⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
AI Feedback on Wins �0.09⇤⇤⇤ �0.04⇤⇤⇤ �0.01⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Controls

Experience (log) �0.09⇤⇤⇤ �0.07⇤⇤⇤ �0.06⇤⇤⇤

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Tenure 0.41 0.54 0.24

(0.79) (0.76) (0.63)
Tenure

2 �0.22⇤⇤ �0.24⇤⇤ �0.17⇤⇤

(0.08) (0.07) (0.06)
Skill (Elo, z-scored) 0.15⇤⇤⇤ 0.19⇤⇤⇤ 0.25⇤⇤⇤

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Opponent Skill (Elo, z-scored) �0.16⇤⇤ �0.20⇤⇤⇤ �0.25⇤⇤⇤

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

Num. obs. 334642 401913 496563

R
2
(full model) 0.32 0.30 0.27

Adj. R
2
(full model) 0.20 0.19 0.18

Num. groups: human 52179 52179 52179

Num. groups: Year 6 6 6

Num. groups: Month 12 12 12

Num. groups: BotFESimple 59 59 59

Num. groups: GameSpeed 6 6 6

⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 4: Statistical models

6

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?sDYqwa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?LtTGrD
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?lOvytL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?lOvytL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?lOvytL
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likelihood to seek AI feedback on the focal game through the loss of the focal game 
(exogeneity). As an additional instrument we include the strength of the opponent. 
 
We estimate first-stage models to predict the likelihood that human players would lose a game 
and then include the residuals from that regression as additional control variables in our main 
model estimating the likelihood to seek AI feedback (second-stage). There, the residuals 
represent the component of having lost the game that likely correlate with the error term. This 
approach ensures consistent second-stage estimates by directly controlling for the endogenous 
component of the problematic variable (Wooldridge, 2015). 
 
We bootstrap standard errors for the second-stage based on 1,000 replications, randomly drawing 
individuals (rather than observations) to retain the panel data structure.  
Results are shown in Table A1 below. Contrary to two-stage least squares (2SLS) models, the 
control function approach does not allow for the direct test of relevance and exogeneity. 
However, we note that the instruments used in the first-stage are strong predictors of the 
(potentially) endogenous variable (Model 2). For example, playing against a (perceived) stronger 
opponent increases the likelihood of losing the focal game (𝛽 = 0.45; 	𝑆𝐸 = 0.03; 	𝑝 < 0.001). 
Furthermore, after periods with more (fewer) lost games, individuals are less (more) likely to 
lose the focal game (this is the opposite sign than in the pooled data, where prior losses are 
positively correlated with losing the focal game clearly indicating individual-level trait of 
ambitiousness). 
 
Including the control function residuals in the second-stage (Model 2), changes our results 
substantially. The likelihood to seek AI feedback on losses remains statistically significant and 
negative, but increases sixfold to now only 𝛽 = −0.24 (from 𝛽 = −1.61). This indicates a 
negative bias, where time-variant shocks that promote losses (e.g., lower motivation) are 
correlated with lower likelihood to seek AI feedback. The aversion to seek AI feedback after 
experiencing failure is much smaller after addressing the endogeneity issue, albeit still quite 
large. Next, we repeat the analysis to investigate high- and low-skilled individuals’ tendencies to 
seek AI feedback on losses (Model 3). Here again we find a significant increase in the likelihood 
to seek AI feedback when we include the control function residual (𝛽 = −0.38; 	𝑆𝐸 = 0.60) but 
the coefficient for the interaction term between loss and skill does hardly change (𝛽 =
0.23; 	𝑆𝐸 = 0.02). This indicates that while endogeneity is a factor in explaining the general 
aversion against seeking AI feedback on losses, endogeneity is not a substantial factor explaining 
the difference between high- and low-skilled individuals. 
 
Taking the substantive results, and the changes in coefficients due to control function approach 
together, our results indicate that using AI feedback correctly follows both exogenous (skill) and 
endogenous processes where higher skilled (and likely more motivated, more learning oriented 
individuals) are more likely to seek AI feedback in situations that were challenging for them.  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?JRLSP9
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Table A2. Estimation results from endogeneity correction models for analysis based on having 
lost the game. 

 
Notes. Bootstrapped standard errors based on 1,000 replications are in parentheses. P-values 
based on quantile bootstrap method.  
  

6 Control Function (Endogeneity Concerns)

First-Stage Second-Stage

Dependent Variable: Loss AI Feedback

Binomial Binomial

(1) (2) (3)

Loss �0.39⇤⇤⇤ �0.51⇤⇤⇤

(0.60) (0.58)
Loss ⇥ Skill 0.23⇤⇤⇤

(0.02)
Losses in Five Previous Games �1.17⇤⇤⇤

(0.04)
No Previous Games �0.66⇤⇤⇤

(0.03)
Opponent Skill 0.45⇤⇤⇤

(0.03)
Skill �0.10⇤⇤⇤ 0.07⇤⇤⇤ �0.03⇤⇤⇤

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Experience �0.02⇤ �0.00⇤⇤⇤ �0.00⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.01) (0.03)
Tenure �0.14 0.41 0.39

(0.30) (0.48) (0.54)
Tenure

2
0.14⇤⇤⇤ �0.02⇤⇤⇤ �0.01⇤⇤⇤

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Common Opening �0.10⇤⇤⇤ 0.01⇤⇤⇤ 0.01⇤⇤⇤

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Game Length �0.00 0.00⇤⇤⇤ 0.00⇤⇤⇤

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Control Function: Loss �1.25⇤⇤⇤ �1.10⇤⇤⇤

(0.60) (0.59)

Num. obs. 336, 477 176, 884 176, 884
Num. groups: Individual 21, 743 8, 304 8, 304
Num. groups: Bot 59 57 57

Num. groups: Year 6 6 6

Num. groups: Month 12 12 12

Num. groups: Game Type 6 6 6

Deviance 364, 080.72 129, 991.72 12, 9745.83
Log Likelihood �182, 040.36 �64, 995.86 �64, 872.92
Pseudo R

2
0.12 0.29 0.29

⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 7: Statistical models

9
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Robustness Test: Performance Improvements when Playing against 
Human Players 
 
It is possible that using an AI to analyze a game only benefits a player who is playing against AI, 
and that the benefit of analyzing a game vanishes when playing against a human. To test this 
possibility, we randomly sampled 3,000 players who played at least one game against a bot on 
Lichess. We then gathered every game a player played against a human and calculated the 
accuracy for every move in every game the humans played against other humans, exactly like 
our analysis against bots. Unfortunately, we cannot observe when a human analyzes a game 
against another human on Lichess - Lichess will only report that a game was analyzed, not who 
analyzed it. However, we can still observe when a human analyzes a game against a bot, which 
are our focal variables below. We then limited our sample to the first fifty games against humans 
that a player played against, like in our prior analyses. 
 
Table A3. Performance against human players. 

 
Using panel data, we find that when humans analyze their wins against bots, they do not improve 
in future games (Model 4, 𝛽 = −0.07, 𝑝	 > 	0.05). However, just like our previous analyses 

Dependent Variable: Performance (OLS)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Total Games Analyzed (lagged) 0.02
(0.02)

Losses Analyzed (lagged) 0.09 0.15⇤

(0.06) (0.07)
Wins Analyzed (lagged) 0.00 �0.07

(0.04) (0.05)
Controls

Human Games (log) �0.01 �0.03 0.02 �0.01
(0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11)

Bot Games (log) �0.00 �0.00 �0.00 �0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Tenure 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.48
(1.38) (1.38) (1.38) (1.39)

Tenure2 �0.11⇤ �0.11⇤ �0.11⇤ �0.11⇤

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Skill (Elo, z-scored) 0.15⇤ 0.15⇤ 0.15⇤ 0.15⇤

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Opponent Skill (Elo, z-scored) �0.16⇤⇤ �0.16⇤⇤ �0.16⇤⇤ �0.16⇤⇤

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Num. obs 105,423 105,423 105,423 105,423
Num. Time Controls 6 6 6 6
R2 (full model) 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Adj. R2 (full model) 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Num. groups: UserName 2459 2459 2459 2459
⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05

Table 5: Statistical models

Performance Against Humans

7
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showed, when humans analyze their losses against bots, we find a positive and significant effect 
that humans improve in accuracy in future games (Model 4, 𝛽 = 0.15, 𝑝	 < 	0.05). Our analysis 
indicates that analyzing a single loss improves future accuracy the same amount as increasing a 
player’s Elo by a standard deviation.  

AI Feedback Leads to Specialization 

We estimate the following regression equation to investigate individual-level specialization: 

𝑃𝑟(𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑆𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑦!$ = 1)
= 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑡/1(𝛽1𝐶𝑢𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒	𝐴𝐼	𝐹𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘!$/1 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒!$ + 𝛽3𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒2!$ + 

                                               𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠	 +	 	𝛼! + 𝛼"#$ + 𝛼%&'( + 𝛼*#+$ℎ +⬚ 𝛼,'*&-%.& + 𝜖!$) 

 

Robustness Test: Platform-Level Diversity Window Cutoffs 
Table A4. Platform-level diversity with different time window cutoffs. 

 
 
 

Dependent Variable: Intellectual Diversity (1 - Gini; OLS)

±15 days window ±30 days window

(1) (2) (3) (4)

After 0.12 �0.12 0.10† �0.08
(0.08) (0.12) (0.06) (0.09)

After ⇥ AI Related �0.28⇤⇤ �0.28⇤⇤ �0.38⇤⇤⇤ �0.38⇤⇤⇤

(0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08)
Controls

Time 0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.00)

Time
2

0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Num. obs. 1260 1260 2520 2520

Num. Nat. Experiments FE 42 42 42 42

Adj. R
2

0.43 0.43 0.35 0.36
⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001; ⇤⇤p < 0.01; ⇤p < 0.05; †p < 0.1

Table 6: Statistical models
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