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ABSTRACT Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Our poster presents ConflictLens, a three-stage simulation system C"'zgiétf";'G”;i"” B (ngqiycgge;egg"‘g I 1 c°’zfr'jg;e;g'j;i°”
powered by large language models (LLMs) and grounded in psycho-
logical theory, designed to help users reflect on and practice conflict Upload messages and define
resolution in romantic relationships. Users can upload real conflict Annotate negative behaviors e e
scenarios to receive evaluation of behavioral patterns, reflect on e ”°'“(;:2”::§9U& (Fd;alzo?::t)

conflicts by annotating their negative behaviors, and practice differ-
ent conflict resolution strategies in Al-simulated duologues. Initial
evaluation by three domain experts suggests that ConflictLens offers
a realistic experience and effectively supports self-guided reflection
and communication practice in romantic relationships.
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1 INTRODUCTION AND RELATED WORK

Romantic conflict is deeply emotional, shaped more by personal
histories and relational dynamics than by rational decision-making.
Unlike everyday disagreements, these conflicts often stem from
complex factors such as dependency, power imbalances, emotional
manipulation, and unmet expectations [13, 18]. Prior work high-
lights this emotional complexity, for example, Lily embeds romantic
lyrics into couples’ conversations to enhance emotional expres-
sion [11]. However, responses to conflict such as withdrawal, anger,
or over-accommodation are often shaped by behavior patterns,
which are rooted in attachment, communication, and coping styles.
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Figure 1: Three-stage flow of ConflictLens. Stage 1 (DG 1,
2): Upload messages, estimate questionnaire responses, and
classify conflict styles to evaluate the conflict. Stage 2 (DG 1,
3, 4): Annotate dialogue to reflect conflict. Stage 3 (DG 3, 4):
Practice with Al simulation to resolve conflict.

If not addressed, these patterns can damage trust, hinder communi-
cation, and escalate into emotional abuse [9].

Recent work has explored the use of large language models
(LLMs) to support romantic communication. For instance, Rehearsal
[15] uses LLMs to generate dialogue scripts that help users practice
communication techniques through scripted “rehearsals” However,
such tools emphasize surface-level skills, without addressing the
deeper behavioral patterns and emotional dynamics that drive con-
flict. Baughan et al. [1] proposed a temporal model for how digital
interventions might support users in difficult conversations, but it
has yet to be realized in a working system. While these studies show
promise in improving communication [12], they largely overlook
users’ need to understand why conflicts arise in the first place. This
leads to our research question: How can we help users understand
the behavioral and emotional roots of romantic conflict and guide
them toward reflection through interactive practice?

2 FORMATIVE STUDY

We conducted formative interviews with three experts in the re-
search of interpersonal relationships (E1-E3; mean experience: 8.33
years, SD = 9.29) to inform the design of our system and deepen
our understanding of how people perceive, experience, and resolve
romantic conflict. We conducted 30-minute Zoom interviews, ap-
proved by the IRB, and provided each participant with a $10 Amazon
gift card. Interview questions are included in the supplementary
material. From the interview results, we derive four design goals.
DG 1. Support users in identifying the root causes of conflict by
understanding both partners’ needs and communication styles
(E1-E3).

DG 2. Encourage users to reflect on past conversations to gain
deeper insights (E1-E3).
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A Scenario: | enjoy gaming, but lately I've been staying up all night playing when stressed. Kim understands my hobby but is concerned

about my health and wishes I'd open up instead of shutting Kim out.

B i Criticism
| care about you, and | want to be there for you. It Cotamipt
feels like you're shutting me out. C ehoe
) " 1.
{b Defensiveness
Guilt-tripping
Me U
Gaslighting 2
Maybe | am shutting you out because you just | ——
get it. | need my space. D oican
Avoidant 3
Changing the topic to Deflecting
e avoid addressing issues
Kim Vague

| respect your space, but | also hope you can see I'm  |nerrupting

trying to help. Can we find a balance? Y

Feedback: D x

It's commendable that you were able to recognize and identify the
communication patterns in your messages. This self-awareness is a
crucial step toward improving your interactions.

. Consider opening up to Kim about what's been bothering you, even

if it's just a small part of it. This could help Kim understand your
perspective better and feel more connected to you.

. Since you've identified patterns of contempt, avoidance, and

defensiveness in your communication, try to replace these with
more open expressions of your feelings. Instead of dismissing Kim's
concerns, acknowledge them and express gratitude for their care.
When feeling defensive, pause and reflect on whether there might
be some truth in what Kim is saying; this can lead to more
constructive dialogues.

. Remember, it's okay to need space and time to yourself, but

sharing even a little with Kim could strengthen your relationship.
You're taking important steps by recognizing these patterns, and
with time, you can build a more supportive and understanding
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Oh, come on, Kim. It's just a way to unwind. You don't
need to worry about me like I'm a kid.

This response dismisses
Kim’s concerns and feels
defensive. Acknowledging
their worry and showing
gratitude would foster a
more supportive dialogue.

I don't want to talk, Kim. This is my thing. Can't you just

let me be?
Reset From Here | |

@ Try I-language: | don't feel fike ¢

Start with Positivity: | appre

None
4.
Me
Balance? You mean you want to control how | connection.
o ) .
spend my time? That's not fair. x

Close || Move on to the real conversation

I don't like to talk to you right now

Figure 2: ConflictLens interface: Stage 2 (left) and Stage 3 (right). (A) Realistic conflict scenario. (B) Simulated conversations
between the user and the partner. (C) Dropdown to annotate negative communication behaviors (D) Feedback on annotations.
(E) Recommended reset point with “Reset From Here” button. (F) Real-time rewrite suggestions.

DG 3. Provide personalized Al-driven simulations to help users
practice conflict responses and improve future interactions [10]
(E3).

DG 4. Offer actionable feedback that fosters ongoing reflection and
learning (E1, E3).

3 SYSTEM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Based on our design goals and psychological theory [5], ConflictLens
guides users through three stages (Fig.1), starting with mutual un-
derstanding, then moving to reflection and practice. All the features
below are driven by the OpenAI API with prompt engineering.

Stage 1: Conflict Evaluation (DG 1, DG 2) Users start by up-
loading screenshots of conflict texts. ConflictLens then estimates
the behavior patterns of both partners based on a 13-item conflict
resolution questionnaire [19] (5-point Likert scale), which users
can review and adjust. Based on the finalized scores, ConflictLens
classifies both conflict styles (Avoidant, Validating, Volatile, or Hos-
tile [3, 20]), highlights negative communication patterns.

Stage 2: Conflict Reflection (DG 1, DG 3, DG 4) Based on
the partners’ identified styles from Stage 1 (e.g., Hostile vs. Val-
idating), ConflictLens generates a 15-turn Al-simulated dialogue
on common topics such as household habits [13] (Fig.2 A). Users
label each utterance with one of the 11 negative communication
behaviors [2, 7, 8, 14] (Fig.2 C) and receive instant feedback on their
accuracy. After annotation, the system provides a concise summary
of their strengths in recognizing their negative behavior patterns
and tailored recommendations for improvement (Fig.2 D).

Stage 3: Conflict Resolution (DG 3, DG 4) Within the ongo-
ing scenario from Stage 2, users can continue the conversation or
restart the conversation from the recommended points (Fig.2 E).
The system will simulate the partner’s responses based on the styles
identified in Stage 1. As users try different ways to communicate,
ConflictLens provides real-time suggestions (Fig.2 F) to promote
non-violent communication such as using I-language and starting
with positive framing [1, 4].

4 EVALUATION

The same three experts (E1-E3) from the formative study evaluated
the deployed system in a 30-minute Zoom session, each receiving a
$10 Amazon gift card. They were given a conflict scene screenshot
from the reality TV show See you again, uploaded it to the system,
explored its features, and shared their feedback. Screenshots and
questionnaire are in the supplementary material.

Usability Participants found the interface clear and easy to
follow. E2 noted that it was easy to become immersed in the system’s
logic and explore the root causes of the conflict. He especially valued
the during- and post-conflict analysis for clarifying the situation.
Although E1 and E2 found some pages text-heavy, they mentioned
interactive features such as Fig.2 C and Fig.2 E made the content
more manageable and engaging.

Effectiveness Participants felt the workflow was generally effec-
tive. E2 valued the conflict type analysis results in Stage 1 because
it helps users to understand how to approach conflict. E1 and E3
found the simulated conversation in Stage 3 (Fig.2 right) helpful, as
it allowed them to try different branches of dialogue. E1 highlighted
the real-time suggestions Fig.2 F as useful.

Simulation Quality Participants found the Al-simulated dia-
logues realistic. E1 observed that the screenshot depicted a habit-
related scenario, which was reflected in the Al-generated dialogue.
E3 also found the simulated conversation good and contextually
appropriate, although it was not based on their own screenshots.

5 DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

ConflictLens shows promise, but several limitations remain. First,
our formative study involved only three domain experts, limit-
ing generalizability. Larger-scale studies with diverse users are
needed to evaluate usability and emotional relevance. Second, cur-
rent evaluations rely on users’ self-assessments and do not confirm
whether the simulated dialogues reflect real-life communication. Fu-
ture work could include partner feedback to assess realism. Third,
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uploading private conversations raises privacy and ethical con-
cerns [10, 11]. Future deployments should ensure mutual consent
and apply safeguards such as on-device redaction, guided by value-
sensitive design [6, 16, 17]. Finally, overreliance on Al in inter-
personal contexts may lead to emotional dependency. We plan to
add usage safeguards and conduct longitudinal studies to assess
long-term impact and edge cases.
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