This is a strong brief. The core argument is much sharper than a typical “Al anxiety” article
because you have converted fear into an economic and operational readiness problem

rather than treating it as a soft HR issue.

The strongest positioning is essentially:

Al fear is not just an employee sentiment issue. It can become a hidden variable
suppressing Al adoption, technology ROI, and mission readiness.

That argument is already established in the opening pages: Al concern was elevated
before the September news cycle, and your brief connects that baseline to technostress,
adophon nsk’ and ROI exposure Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Overall assessment

| would score the document:

Area Score Assessment
Executive relevance 9/10 Strong ROl/readiness framing
Problem definition 9/10 Technostress is clearly differentiated from

generic stress

Commercial positioning 8.5/10 SenseiiWyze is positioned as the missing

behavioral layer

Evidence 8/10 Strong range of data, but several claims

need tighter substantiation

Military applicability 8.5/10 Good transition from workforce anxiety to

mission readiness

Readability 7.5/10 Strong material, but 10 pages is longer

than necessary for executive outreach

Call to action 7110 Clear, but not yet strong enough relative to

the argument
Visual impact 8.5/10 Powerful visuals, particularly technostress

and hidden-readiness-risk graphics

My central recommendation

Do not substantially rewrite the thesis. Condense and strengthen the business case.



You have enough material for a strong executive intelligence brief. The next improvement
is not adding more research. It is making the reader reach the commercial conclusion
faster:

Al Investment — Human Readiness Risk — Adoption Failure — ROI/Mission Risk —
SenseiiWyze predicts the risk — Targeted intervention — measurable economic

outcome.

That chain should dominate the document.

1. The opening is excellent, but the headline can work
even harder

The title:
100M+ Views of Al Fear Hit Your Workforce. Is Your Al ROI at Risk?

is compelling because it combines a current event with economic consequence.

The Executive Summary also contains the right sentence:

“Al has stopped being just a technology problem. It is now a human technology-

readiness prOblem.” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

That is probably the single most important sentence in the brief.
However, | would make the economic consequence even more explicitimmediately after it:

Suggested framing:

Al has stopped being just a technology problem. It is now a human technology-
readiness problem. Companies can buy the best Al available and still fail to produce
ROl if employees are unwilling, unable, or afraid to integrate it into their work.

That makes the document instantly relevant to a CEO, CFO, CIO, CHRO, or military
commander.

2. Your best insight is: fear didn't create the problem:; it
exposed it

This is one of the smartest lines in the brief:



“The viral news cycle did not create technostress. It struck an already-elevated

base”ne_” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Keep that.

It prevents the document from sounding sensationalist.

You are not arguing:

Jacob Coxon scared everybody, therefore Al adoption will collapse.
You are arguing:

The workforce already had elevated Al anxiety and technostress. A massive fear-
producing media event potentially amplifies a pre-existing adoption vulnerability.

Thatis far more credible.

| would elevate this into a highlighted callout:

THE NEWS DID NOT CREATE THE RISK. IT EXPOSED THE RISK.

That line can become a quote graphic, LinkedIn post, email lead-in, and presentation slide.

3. The “wrong dashboard” argument is extremely
commercially valuable

The section:

YOUR Al DASHBOARD MAY BE MEASURING THE WRONG THING

is probably the strongest sales section of the entire document.

You correctly distinguish metrics such as licenses, logins, feature use, certifications, and

training completion from actual readiness. Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
That gives SenseiiWyze a reason to exist.
Most software companies tell executives:

“Here is another dashboard.”

You are saying:



Your existing dashboard has a blind spot.

That is much stronger.
| would sharpen this into a recurring concept:

Traditional Al dashboard

* Logins
e Licenses
e Training
e Usage

e Certifications

Human-readiness dashboard

e Capability

e Motivation

e Technostress
* Adaptability

¢ Intervention need

And then:
One measures activity. The other predicts whether activity can become

performance.

That is executive-grade positioning.

4. The three-question structure should become the
backbone of the entire brief

Your three questions are excellent:

1. Who can adapt?
2. Who is resisting—and why?
3. What intervention will actually work?

Those are far better than a traditional HR framing.

The technostress section clearly describes overload, invasion, complexity, insecurity, and

uncertainty. Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

You can strengthen the commercial language even further:

Question 1



WHO CAN ADAPT?

Find the capability you already employ before buying or recruiting more.

Question 2

WHO IS AT RISK OF RESISTING?

Identify the behavioral barrier before adoption stalls.

Question 3

WHAT SHOULD WE DO ABOUT IT?

Stop treating every readiness problem with another training course.

Your line:

“Stop spending the same training dollar on different problems.”

is excellent.
| would visually feature it.

It speaks directly to CFOs and operational executives.

5. Your MIT/Gartner section works—but MIT is carrying
most of the commercial weight

The MIT section is persuasive because it links massive investment to poor measurable
P&L outcomes:

95% of GenAl pilots studied showed no measurable P&L impact despite an estimated
$30_$40 billion in spending. Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

And you correctly avoid combining Gartner's different metrics into one artificial failure
number.

That is good research discipline.

The argument should be:

Al has an implementation problem, not merely a technology problem.

However, avoid implying that technostress explains the entire MIT result. Your current
language mostly avoids that mistake.

| would make the distinction explicit:



MIT identified a broader learning and implementation gap. Automation Workz's thesis is
that human behavioral readiness—including technostress—is one measurable
component of that implementation gap.

Thatis harder for a critic to attack.

6. Technology Readiness = Capability x Motivation x
Operating Environment is powerful, but one
inconsistency needs fixing

On page 4 you define:

Technology Readiness = Capability x Motivation x Operating Environment.

Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Later, for the military audience, you say:

Capability + Motivation + Technology Demands + Operating Environment.

Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

This is conceptually close but mathematically and structurally inconsistent.
That matters because the equation is positioned as proprietary intellectual architecture.
Pick one.

| recommend:

Technology Readiness = Capability x Motivation x Operating Environment

Then describe Technology Demands as an external pressure variable rather than adding
itinto the model.

For example:

Technology demands determine how much readiness the mission requires; capability,
motivation, and operating environment determine whether the workforce can meet that
demand.

Thatis cleaner.



7. “High Capability + High Technostress” may be your
most differentiated concept

The page 5 concept:
High Capability + High Technostress = Hidden Readiness Risk
is extremely strong. AT IR EF T Siehes (FE]
Why?
Because everyone expects low-skilled people to struggle.

The counterintuitive idea is:

Your highest-potential employees can still become your highest hidden adoption
risk.

That creates intellectual tension.

| would make the wording even more provocative:

YOUR MOST CAPABLE EMPLOYEE MAY BE YOUR MOST HIDDEN Al ADOPTION
RISK.

Then:

High capability does not guarantee high adoption. A technically capable employee
experiencing insecurity, uncertainty, overload, or distrust may comply without fully
engaging.

That will stick with senior executives.

8. Your shadow-Al argument is underused
This is a particularly sophisticated observation:

Employees can resist sanctioned corporate Al while using unsanctioned Al because

the personal tool is easier or more useful. AR L e gees 1 k]
That turns behavioral readiness into a cybersecurity and governance problem.
Thatis huge.

You should elevate this because it opens a second buying center:



CISO/ CIO/ Chief Risk Officer

The framing becomes:

Low enterprise Al adoption does not necessarily mean low Al use. It may mean
employees have migrated around the official system.

That creates:
e security risk,
* data leakage risk,
e compliance risk,
* model governance risk,

e jnaccurate utilization metrics.

That section deserves either a shaded box or mini graphic.

9. The military section is strong because it correctly
leaves the wellness frame

Your strongest military language is:

“That makes technostress a readiness variable. Not a wellness slogan. Not simply HR.

Readiness.” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Excellent.
That is exactly the framing military buyers need.
Do not drift toward emotional wellness language in defense materials.

For DoW audiences, you should consistently translate:

Corporate Military

Al ROI Mission effectiveness
Employee adoption Technology readiness
Productivity Operational performance
Hidden talent Latent capability

Resistance Readiness barrier



Corporate Military

Workflow failure Mission friction

Training waste Misallocated training resources

The brief already moves in this direction.

10. SenseiiWyze is explained clearly, but the
differentiation can be sharper
Your positioning is:

SenseiiWyze evaluates Tech Skills, Tech Capability, and Technostress.

Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Good.

But a skeptical buyer may still ask:

How is this different from an engagement survey, personality test, LMS dashboard,
skills assessment, or employee pulse survey?

| would add one sentence:

SenseiiWyze is not an engagement survey or static skills test. It is designed to
generate behavioral readiness signals that help leaders predict capability,
technostress risk, and the intervention most likely to improve technology
adoption.

That distinction should appear once near the first introduction of the product.

11. The four-step model is commercially sound

The process is straightforward:

e Motivate
e Generate Data
e Predict

° Intervene Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

This is good because it moves the product from diagnosis to action.



But “Generate Data” sounds technical and bland.

I might make it:

MOTIVATE — MEASURE — PREDICT — INTERVENE
That is more memorable.

Or:

Motivate. Measure. Predict. Perform.

But only change it if you want the framework to become public-facing IP.

12. Your Michigan proof is stronger than it initially
appears

The Michigan case study is valuable because the ROl is tied to employment outcomes
rather than training completion alone.

The brief reports:

e 58% training completion,
e 284.4% technology-certification training ROI,
° jObS at $96K’ $1 30K’ and $166K Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

That gives you economic outcome proof.

Your strongest argument isn't:

“Our students completed training.”

Itis:

Behavioral readiness + alignment improved the probability that training
translated into economically valuable employment.

That is much more powerful.

However, the document should explain the ROI calculation somewhere—perhaps in a
footnote or appendix.

Otherwise sophisticated readers may ask:

284.4% based on what denominator and over what period?



Give them the formula.

13. Dr. Bronner's is valuable proof—but be careful with
causal attribution

The Dr. Bronner's case states that during the transformation period:

e revenue increased 45%,
* HR expanded 400%,

o Workforce increased 25%_ Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

That is strong evidence of business performance occurring during the engagement.

But the document should avoid implying that Automation Workz alone caused the 45%
increase unless you have evidence allowing that claim.

Current wording mostly says:

“during the three-year transformation period”

which is safer.
| would retain that discipline.

Use:

Automation Workz supported the culture transformation during a three-year
period in which revenue increased 45%.

rather than:

Automation Workz increased revenue 45%.

The latter invites unnecessary challenge.

14. The two proof cases should be explicitly tied
together

Right now Michigan and Dr. Bronner's are presented sequentially.
The deeper story is:

Michigan



Behavioral readiness — technology training — job outcomes.

Dr. Bronner's

Behavioral data — culture alignment — organizational transformation during revenue
growth.

Then:

Different environments. Same underlying premise: behavioral data helps leaders
identify, organize, motivate, and deploy human capability against an economic
objective.

You begln maklng that pOInt on page 8 Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

| would make it visually explicit.

15. The brief is too long for cold executive outreach

This is probably the largest practical problem.
Itis a 10-page brief.
For people who already know you, fine.

For cold CEOs, CFOs, CHROs, CIOs, journalists, military commanders, or program
managers, | would create:
Version A — 2 pages

Executive Intelligence Brief

Version B — 5 pages

Leadership Brief

Version C — current 10 pages

Research Brief
The 2-page version should contain only:

Viral Al fear event
Baseline workforce anxiety
Al ROI problem

Three questions

S G =



5. SenseiiWyze
6. Michigan + Dr. Bronner's proof
7. CTA

That could dramatically improve readership.

16. The reference section has one significant credibility
issue

This line needs attention:

“Phua, C., et al. (2026). [Global technostress meta-analysis; 18,535 ICT users, 23
countries; ~40% prevalence]. Verify full citation against your source library before

external use_” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

Do not send this externally in final form.

“Verify full citation against your source library before external use” signals unfinished

research.
That undermines the otherwise polished brief.
Either provide the complete verified source or temporarily remove the citation/statistic.

This is the single most obvious cleanup item before distribution.

17. The “100M+ views” claim is smartly caveated, but
still vulnerable

The brief handles it responsibly by saying estimates range from approximately 76M to
150M+ and explaining that view counts differ by source and platform snapshot.

Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
That is good.
Still, because itis the headline, anyone challenging the paper will attack that number first.
| would consider:

100M+ Estimated Views of Al Fear Hit Your Workforce

or keep the title and add a tiny footnote:



Estimated cross-platform exposure; source estimates vary.

That protects you.

18. There is one grammatical problem near the military
CTA

This sentence:

“This provides an opportunity for associated commands and military branches to
research the impact technostress before it becomes mission risk.”

Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final

needs correction.

Use:

This provides associated commands and military branches an opportunity to
research the impact of technostress before it becomes mission risk.

Or stronger:

These consortium relationships give eligible commands a pathway to evaluate
technostress as a technology-readiness variable before it becomes mission risk.

19. The call to action is weaker than the argument

After nine pages of explaining billions in failed Al investment and readiness risk, the
current CTA is mostly:

“‘Request a SenseiiWyze Demonstration.”

That's fine but generic.
Make the CTA directly answer the problem.

For corporate leaders:

Before your next Al rollout, identify who can adapt, where technostress is rising,
and which intervention will protect the investment. Request a SenseiiWyze
Technology Readiness Briefing.



For defense:

Evaluate Tech Capability and Technostress as leading indicators of technology
readiness before deployment failure becomes mission risk. Request a
SenseiiWyze research demonstration.

That makes the meeting itself sound substantive.

20. A CFO argument is hiding in this paper

You already have the ingredients:

* $30-$40B spent on GenAl initiatives.

e Most studied pilots lacked measurable P&L impact.

e Organizations may overuse training.

e Traditional dashboards measure activity.

e Behavioral readiness could identify misallocated spend.
e Michigan produced measurable training ROI.

Thatis a CFO story.
| would explicitly insert:

THE CFO QUESTION

How much Al investment is being wasted because organizations are diagnosing
every adoption problem as a technology or training problem?

Thatis an excellent bridge into SenseiiWyze.

21. Your commercial thesis can be stated in six lines
The entire brief reduces to this:

Companies are investing heavily in Al.

Many investments are failing to create measurable economic value.
Employees are simultaneously experiencing elevated Al fear and technostress.
Traditional dashboards measure usage and training—not human readiness.
SenseiiWWyze measures capability, technostress, and readiness barriers before
adoption fails.

That allows leaders to target the right intervention before wasting more
technology and training dollars.

That should essentially become the first page.



22. Suggested revised hierarchy

If you want this to convert buyers, | would reorder slightly:

Page 1: Al Fear + ROI problem

Page 2: Your Dashboard Is Measuring the Wrong Thing

Page 3: Three Questions: Capability / Technostress / Intervention
Page 4: Hidden Tech Risk

Page 5: SenseiiWyze solution

Page 6: Michigan + Dr. Bronner's proof

Page 7: Corporate implications

Page 8: Military implications

Page 9: Management imperative + CTA

Page 10: References

The present paper gets to SenseiiWyze reasonably fast, but this structure would produce a

tighter sales narrative.

The five strongest lines/concepts in the brief

| would protect these at all costs:

1.

5.

“Al has stopped being just a technology problem. It is now a human technology-
readiness prOblem.” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
. “The viral news cycle did not create technostress. It struck an already-elevated
base"ne_” Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
. “Stop spending the same training dollar on different problems.”
Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
“High Capability + High Technostress = Hidden Readiness Risk.”
Al Fear Hit Your Workforce Final
“Not a wellness slogan. Not simply HR. Readiness.” A eI o e s Sl

Those constitute your intellectual positioning.

Bottom line

This is no longer merely a thought-leadership article.

It is becoming a category-creation document.



The category you are implicitly defining is:

Human Technology Readiness Intelligence

The argument is that organizations already monitor:
technology performance, security, cost, utilization, training and skills
but they lack a predictive layer showing:

who can adapt, who is experiencing technostress, why adoption may fail, and what
intervention is appropriate.

That is the commercial opening for SenseiiWyze.
My biggest changes before sending this widely would be:

* cut the executive version by roughly 35-50%;

* elevate the wrong-dashboard / hidden-readiness-risk argument;

* make the CFO economics more explicit;

e distinguish SenseiiWyze more clearly from surveys and skills assessments;
* reconcile the two Technology Readiness formulas;

e add the Michigan ROI methodology;

e tighten causal language around Dr. Bronner's;

e verify or remove the incomplete Phua reference;

e strengthen the corporate and military CTAs.

The underlying argument is strong enough that | would edit for conversion now rather

than continue adding content.

Sources



