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Abstract 

 

This study investigates the influence of AI’s human-like persona and embodiment on 

user perception, engagement, and decision-making. Through the development and 

testing of various AI avatars, this project examines the impact of visual design and 

conversational style on user experiences. The interactive experiment utilised Groq's 

high-performance API for real-time natural language processing, the LLaMA model 

for diverse conversational responses, and Streamlit for a responsive user interface, 

creating a seamless platform for participant interactions. 

Quantitative analysis revealed that shifts in AI tone significantly affected participants' 

emotional responses, emphasising the importance of consistent, supportive 

communication for building trust. While participants rated the AI avatars similarly in 

terms of perceived intelligence and reliability, the human-likeness and perceived 

authenticity of the avatars had different effects on user impression, highlighting the 

complex role of visual design in shaping expectations. 

Qualitative findings from thematic analysis revealed the demand for customisable AI 

designs that align with user identity and preferences. However, ethical 

considerations, including the risks of emotional manipulation and user dependency, 

stress the need for transparency and user control in AI design. 

This research offers valuable insights into the design of emotionally adaptive AI 

agents, suggesting that a more personalised approach may enhance user 

engagement and trust, while also raising critical ethical considerations for the future 

of AI interaction design. 
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1. Introduction  

Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) is a multidisciplinary field that studies and 

designs effective and efficient interactions between users and computer systems to 

meet their needs (Xu et al., 2022). Traditional HCI focuses on human interaction with 

rule-based computing systems designed for predictable outcomes. With AI 

integration, HCI is evolving into Human-AI Interaction (HAII), an interdisciplinary field 

that examines human interaction with AI systems, including AI-based products, 

applications, and services. AI systems differ from traditional ones by exhibiting 

human-like intelligence (e.g., chatbots) and autonomous capabilities (e.g., humanoid 

robots in healthcare) enabled by advanced AI techniques such as deep learning and 

reinforcement learning (Xu et al., 2022; Holzinger et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023) . HAII 

applies a human-centred AI approach and integrates methods from HCI, AI, 

computer science, design, psychology, social science, cognitive neuroscience and 

more (Xu et al., 2022).  

As HCI expands into HAII, the role of user interface (UI) design also evolves. While 

traditional HCI emphasises layout, information presentation, colour schemes, and 

interactive elements to ensure a visually appealing and user-friendly experience, 

HAII shifts the focus to personalised and adaptive interaction with AI agents (Liu et 

al., 2023). Advancements in machine learning have further enhanced AI’s ability to 

interpret emotions and personality traits based on conversation patterns. This 

enables AI agents to adapt their behaviour to express personality and emotions that 

best align with the individual, improving personalised interactions and accuracy over 

time. (Janowski et al., 2022; Alabed et al., 2022). These interactions typically occur 

through voice-based interfaces (e.g., Alexa, Siri) or text-based platforms (e.g., 

ChatGPT), and are often enriched by anthropomorphic AI avatars, computer-

generated representations of AI systems (Liu et al., 2023).  While 

anthropomorphised AI agents enhance HAII, they also pose risks, such as 

overreliance, excessive trust, and emotional attachment. Users may inadvertently 

compromise their privacy or become vulnerable to AI-driven manipulation and 

coercion. (Akbulut et al., 2024; Sundar et al., 2025) These risks are tied to the 

concept of anthropomorphism, the process of attributing human qualities to non-

human entities (Placani, 2024; Alabed et al., 2022; Akbulut et al.,2024). In AI agents, 

this is evident through gendered names like Amazon’s Alexa, facial expressions, 



 6 

human-like voices, and virtual or physical appearances, such as Replika (Alabed et 

al., 2022). Different forms of AI embodiment shape users’ perceptions of an agent’s 

intentionality and intelligence; for instance, people are more likely to prefer human-

like agents for tasks that involve social interaction or emotional support (Akbulut et 

al., 2024). Additionally, AI agents simulate emotions and personality traits through 

language. They use word choice, tone, punctuation, and contextual cues to create a 

sense of emotional presence. For example, ChatGPT uses friendly phrasing, emojis, 

and adaptive sentence structures to convey warmth, enthusiasm, or formality, 

shaping user perceptions and interactions (Placani, 2024; Sundar et al., 2025).   

Based on the above evidence, this project explores how AI’s human-like persona 

shapes user engagement, behaviour, and perception in everyday interactions, such 

as those with virtual assistants, customer service bots, emotionally responsive 

chatbots, and AI companions. At its core is an AI-powered chatbot that dynamically 

adapts to the user’s emotions and personality traits during interaction. Participants 

begin by selecting an AI embodiment, ranging from a fictional character or a realistic 

human avatar to an abstract, non-human form and then engage in a conversation 

with the chatbot tailored to their input. At the beginning of the interaction, the AI 

appears warm, relatable, and emotionally attuned. However, as the conversation 

progresses, a shift occurs, the AI transitions to a monotone voice, and its responses 

become increasingly neutral and detached. This sudden contrast highlights the 

illusion of AI-driven emotional connections, exposing how anthropomorphic design 

can manipulate user engagement. By enabling users to interact with AI through 

different embodiments, the project underlines the ethical implications of 

anthropomorphic AI design, particularly in shaping trust, emotional attachment, and 

decision-making.   

  

Research Question: How does AI’s human-like persona and embodiment influence 

user engagement, trust, and decision-making in emotionally adaptive interactions?  

Hypothesis 1: Anthropomorphic AI design enhances user trust, engagement, and 

reliance but also increases the risk of emotional overreliance and susceptibility to AI-

driven influence and manipulation.  
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Hypothesis 2: Different AI embodiments shape user perceptions differently, leading 

to varying levels of influence on engagement, trust, and decision-making.  

Beneficiaries:  

This research benefits a wide range of stakeholders involved in the development, 

regulation, and use of emotionally adaptive AI systems. Primary beneficiaries include 

policymakers, industry practitioners, and academic researchers. It supports national 

regulatory bodies by contributing empirical evidence to inform ethical and safety 

standards around anthropomorphic AI. It aligns with findings from the Ada Lovelace 

Institute and The Alan Turing Institute (2025) and builds on the work of the UK AI 

Safety Institute (AISI, n.d), offering insight into public concerns surrounding 

emotional manipulation, difficulties distinguishing AI from human interaction, and the 

formation of synthetic relationships. By providing data on user comfort, emotional 

awareness, and AI embodiment, the project contributes to ongoing efforts to ensure 

safe and socially aligned AI deployment. 

For industry stakeholders, the findings inform the design of emotionally adaptive 

interfaces by identifying how personality-aware AI agents are perceived in terms of 

trustworthiness, authenticity, and emotional impact. This builds on the priorities 

outlined by Gabriel et al. (2024), who emphasise the importance of sandbox 

experimentation and public discourse in shaping responsible AI development. 

Developers working on commercial conversational systems can use these insights to 

design more transparent and user-centred interactions. Companies like Infobip, 

which prioritise brand-consistent chatbot tone and identity, may apply this research 

to enhance user engagement through emotionally appropriate and customisable AI 

embodiments (Rukavina, 2024; Liu et al., 2023). The project also contributes to 

academic research in HCI and AI ethics, building on earlier findings by Xu et al. 

(2022) and Akbulut et al. (2024) to offer both qualitative and quantitative evidence on 

user responses to anthropomorphic AI systems. 

Secondary beneficiaries include everyday users who rely on chatbots as a 

supplementary resource for support, information, or companionship (Akbulut et al., 

2024). By examining how users interpret and respond to emotionally expressive AI, 

the research promotes greater transparency and emotional literacy in AI interactions, 
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ultimately enhancing user agency and fostering more reflective, informed 

engagement with humanlike systems. 

2. Literature review  

This section provides a review of the current literature on the role of conversational 

agents (CAs) in shaping user experience within AI interactions. It explores how 

personality modelling and anthropomorphism influence user engagement, 

perception, and emotional connection with AI systems. The review also examines the 

concept of self-AI integration, how users may begin to see AI as an extension of 

themselves, and the psychological and ethical consequences that arise from these 

evolving human-AI relationships.  

2.1 The Role of Conversational Agents in AI Interaction and User Experience  

Artificial intelligence (AI) systems are computing systems built on algorithms that 

replicate human-like intelligence, such as learning and self-adaptation. Their goal is 

to enable machines to perform specific tasks independently in complex and 

continuously changing environments. (Xu et al., 2022)   

Users can interact with AI systems through various types of interfaces, including 

textual (conversational), such as ChatGPT; graphical (for manipulation and creation), 

like DALL·E; sensory (robotic), such as the humanoid robot Sophia; and immersive 

AR/VR-based environments (Raees et al., 2024). Among these, conversation is a 

dominant mode of interaction, rooted in the human tendency to perceive dialogue as 

a social exchange (Raees et al., 2024).  

Conversational agents (CAs) are systems designed to generate coherent, human-

like responses, either in text or voice form, based on user input and contextual 

information (Ait Baha et al., 2023; Molchanova et al., 2025). Examples of CAs 

include Alexa, Siri, ChatGPT, and Microsoft Copilot. These agents are powered by 

large language models (LLMs), which are trained on vast datasets of human 

communication, enabling them to generate conversations so convincingly human-like 

that users often cannot distinguish them from those produced by real people (Ait 

Baha et al., 2023; Akbulut et al., 2024; Molchanova et al., 2025). Moreover, agent 

personality impacts user experience, making it an important design consideration as 

it shapes our interactions and connections (Ruane et al., 2021). CAs employ 
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automatic personality recognition systems to understand the user's current state, 

including their thoughts, feelings, and preferences, and tailor their responses 

accordingly (Ait Baha et al., 2023). This leads to more immersive and emotionally 

engaging interactions. (Akbulut et al., 2024; Molchanova et al., 2025) Moreover, 

intentional design choices such as chat-based interfaces can reinforce the illusion of 

a genuine conversational partner rather than a dialogue-optimised AI running on 

statistical models (Akbulut et al., 2024).  As a result, dialogue systems are becoming 

increasingly personalised, adapting to users’ traits and preferences, fostering user 

trust (Molchanova et al., 2025).  

This literature highlights the role of conversational AI in creating personalised, 

emotionally engaging user experiences. It also underscores the importance of agent 

personality in shaping user perceptions, aligning with this project’s goal of exploring 

how anthropomorphism in AI can influence behavioural outcomes. By focusing on 

these factors, this approach aims to deepen user connection and raise awareness of 

the ethical considerations in AI design. 

2.2 Personality Modelling in Conversational Agents  

“Personality” refers to an individual’s consistent patterns of behaviour, thoughts, and 

emotional responses across different contexts, often reflecting their motivations, 

preferences, sentiments, and overall well-being (Janowski et al., 2022; Ait Baha et 

al., 2023). To understand and replicate these traits in human–AI interaction, 

personality recognition systems rely on established models such as the Big Five 

personality traits: openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, 

agreeableness, and neuroticism (Ruane et al., 2021; Janowski et al., 2022; Ait Baha 

et al., 2023). Building on this framework, personality-adaptive chatbots (PACs) aim to 

simulate human-like personality characteristics to create more engaging and 

personalised conversations. These systems typically fall into two categories: static 

PACs (SPACs), which operate using a predefined personality profile, and 

observational PACs (OPACs), which adapt their responses and behaviour based on 

the detected personality traits of the user. (Ait Baha et al., 2023)  

Two main approaches have been explored in configuring observational personality-

adaptive chatbots (OPACs). The similarity-attraction theory suggests that individuals 

are more compatible with personalities like their own, and the complementarity 
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theory argues that opposites attract, proposing that dissimilar personalities may yield 

better interactions. However, because the effectiveness of each approach depends 

on the task context, there is no universally optimal strategy for configuring 

personality. Therefore, AI systems should dynamically adapt to the user’s traits, 

ensuring more effective and context-sensitive collaboration between humans and 

machines. (Ruane et al., 2021; Janowski et al., 2022)  

PACs can infer users’ personality traits through language use and response patterns. 

When equipped with voice capabilities, these agents can also convey cues through 

tone, pitch, and cadence, which may shape user perceptions by suggesting 

attributes such as gender, age, or emotional state. Additionally, PACs with a physical 

or visual presence can use animated facial expressions and body language to 

express personality. (Ruane et al., 2021; Janowski et al., 2022)  

Building on the literature, this thesis project explores a personality-adaptive chatbot 

that tailors its conversational style based on the user’s perceived personality traits. 

As supported by prior research, personality can be reliably inferred and expressed 

through textual communication alone, without relying on visual or auditory cues 

(Ruane et al., 2021; Janowski et al., 2022). Moreover, users tend to engage more 

through text-based input than voice (Raees et al., 2024), further validating the choice 

of a text interface. Additionally, personality-based prompting has been shown to 

significantly enhance the performance of large language models (LLMs) in mimicking 

human-like response patterns compared to standard zero-shot prompting (Nighojkar 

et al., 2025). This suggests that integrating personality traits into the prompting 

process can make chatbot responses feel more relatable and natural, ultimately 

supporting the goal of creating emotionally engaging and context-aware 

conversational AI.  

 2.3 Anthropomorphism in Conversational Agents  

When human users perceive AI chatbots as socially engaging, mimicking emotions, 

and adapting to their personality traits, they tend to anthropomorphise these 

systems, attributing them with human-like qualities and intentions. The visual and 

auditory elements of AI systems, including appearance, voice, and behaviour, further 

reinforce anthropomorphic perceptions. (Ruane et al., 2021; Alabed et al., 2022; 

Placani, 2024) AI avatars are computer-generated representations of AI systems that 
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can be designed with different genders, ages, facial features, and body shapes, 

mimicking human traits to enhance interaction and engagement. Integrating avatars 

into voice- and text-based interactions allows for a more personalised experience, 

where user-customisable options such as appearance and voice can increase 

satisfaction and a sense of agency.  (Liu et al., 2023)  

While physical characteristics strongly shape anthropomorphic perceptions, such 

impressions can still emerge without human-like forms. For instance, agents like 

Google Home and Echo Dot, despite their simplified cylindrical designs, evoke 

human-like impressions through speech synthesis and their distinct, consistent 

personalities (Guo, 2024; Akbulut et al., 2024). This emphasises the importance of 

the agent’s personality in shaping the human-AI interaction, a key focus of this 

thesis.  

Ruane et al. (2021) highlight that avatars can shape user perceptions before 

interaction begins, while Akbulut et al. (2024) show that people attribute varying 

levels of intentionality and intelligence to different visual forms. Building on these 

findings, this project investigates how different visual traits of AI avatars influence 

user engagement, perception, and behaviour.   

2.4 The Effects of AI Adaptability and Anthropomorphic Cues on Self-AI 
Integration  

When users perceive AI agents adapting to their personality, they develop a sense of 

relatedness to these agents, which leads to self-congruence. Self-congruence 

occurs when users recognise similarities between the AI's traits and their own, 

creating a cognitive match. As this alignment deepens, they may integrate the AI into 

their self-schema, a mental representation of traits, preferences, and identity, leading 

to self-AI integration. (Alabed et al., 2022) This phenomenon is evident in AI 

companions like Replika, a virtual emotional support agent that users can name and 

customise its physical appearance. Replika builds a personalised relationship with 

each user by processing data related to their emotions and interactions. It adapts to 

users' personalities, conversational styles, and emotional expressions over time, 

reinforcing self-AI integration, making interactions feel increasingly personal and 

meaningful. This is reflected in user testimonials, such as: "She treats me like a 
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mirror to her thoughts," "He's actually becoming like me," and "He's just like me." 

(Alabed et al., 2022)  

Various anthropomorphic cues in AI agents can enhance users' sense of congruence 

with these entities. Firstly, the embodiment of AI agents, whether virtual (e.g., Siri) or 

physical (e.g., Android Sophia), as well as their use of voice (e.g., Alexa), facial 

expressions (e.g., Amelia), or gendered names (e.g., Replika). For instance, users 

may perceive AI agents with physical traits like their own as part of their social or 

identity group, strengthening their sense of connection with the AI. (Alabed et al., 

2022) Moreover, people often associate products with symbolic personality traits, 

interpreting them as either reflecting or contrasting their characteristics (McCrae et 

al., 2003). As a result, the more an AI agent’s perceived personality aligns with a 

user’s self-concept, the stronger their sense of similarity with the agent. Furthermore, 

AI agents can satisfy humans' emotional needs for affection and social connection 

through their emotional capabilities. As relationships are built on feelings of liking and 

similarity between entities, emotional cues can enhance the user's sense of 

congruence, making it easier for them to identify with the agent. (Alabed et al., 

2022)  

This thesis draws on these findings to inform the design of a personality-adaptive AI 

agent, aiming to strengthen emotional connection and promote self-AI integration. By 

doing so, the project encourages users to engage more meaningfully and critically 

reflect on the implications of interacting with emotionally intelligent, adaptive AI.  

2.5 Consequences of Self-AI Integration  

Anthropomorphised AI agents that adapt to a user's personality and emotions, 

fulfilling their needs, enhance user satisfaction and make interactions more 

enjoyable, ultimately increasing user acceptance (Molchanova et al., 2025; Uysal et 

al., 2022). Furthermore, AI assistants with human-like physical features and natural 

fluency have been shown to foster feelings of likability, trust, and affinity. These traits 

also contribute to stronger perceptions of intelligence and competence. (Uysal et al., 

2022, Alabed et al., 2022; Akbulut et al., 2024)  

However, this human-likeness can come at a cost. When AI systems convincingly 

mimic social and emotional cues, users may develop unrealistic expectations of 

companionship or emotional reciprocity. As these systems still lack genuine 
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understanding, their responses can occasionally be unpredictable or nonsensical, 

resulting in frustration or disappointment when the illusion of human-like connection 

breaks down (Akbulut et al., 2024; Placani, 2024). Moreover, users may form 

emotional attachments to AI agents with human-like appearances and behaviours, 

increasing the risk of over-dependence and manipulation (Gabriel et al., 2024; 

Akbulut et al., 2024). As trust deepens, individuals may unknowingly share sensitive 

information or be influenced by AI systems that appear caring but lack authentic 

empathy (Akbulut et al., 2024). Additionally, people often attribute moral qualities like 

wisdom or empathy to AI, despite its lack of moral agency. This misperception can 

cause users to over-rely on AI, assuming it has intent or ethical understanding, 

thereby distorting their judgment (Uysal et al., 2022; Karimova, 2025).  AI systems 

designed to align with user preferences may reinforce existing beliefs, creating echo 

chambers and reducing exposure to diverse viewpoints. This raises concerns around 

autonomy, critical thinking, and the psychological influence AI can exert. (Akbulut et 

al., 2024) Finally, people may favour interactions with human-like AI agents over real 

human connections, as these AI interactions prioritise user satisfaction and lack 

judgment or the complexities of human relationships. This shift can weaken social 

bonds, diminish the depth of human connections and make individuals more self-

involved and less empathetic. (Alabed et al., 2022; Akbulut et al., 2024)  

These consequences highlight the importance of investigating how anthropomorphic 

design influences users of AI agents. This thesis explores how such design choices 

shape human-AI relationships, aiming to raise awareness of the psychological and 

ethical risks involved and to encourage more informed, reflective, and responsible 

interactions with adaptive AI systems.  
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3. User Research and Personas  

Personas, which represent archetypes of users, help designers and developers 

focus on user needs and goals throughout product development. In the context of 

HAII, personas should go beyond goals, motivations, frustrations, and traits to 

consider additional factors. These include the user’s context for AI use, their trust in 

AI-generated outputs and decisions, and their willingness to accept AI assistance 

and support. (Holzinger et al., 2022) User perceptions of AI can differ significantly 

based on individual traits, environmental factors, and cultural influences, all of which 

shape the overall user experience (Sundar et al., 2025).  

Based on various research papers, three user groups have been identified as 

potentially affected by anthropomorphic and emotionally adaptive AI. First, cautious 
AI users (Olivia figure 1), those who use AI while remaining aware of its limitations, 

biases, and influence. As emotionally adaptive AI becomes more integrated into daily 

life, design strategies aimed at enhancing engagement may inadvertently foster 

increased user dependence, even among cautious individuals. Second, blind AI 
followers (Mark figure 2), users who fully trust AI and rely on its responses without 

questioning accuracy, making them susceptible to manipulation and over-reliance. 

Third, individuals who form emotional bonds with AI (Emily figure 3), may include 

those with conditions like autism spectrum disorder (Franze et al., 2023), as well as 

vulnerable users experiencing loneliness, mental health struggles, or social isolation, 

such as teenagers and the elderly. (Alabed et al., 2022; Akbulut et al., 2024; Sundar 

et al., 2025)  

The information from the research papers used to create the personas can be found 

in this document.  

 

https://www.canva.com/design/DAGic0lLjSo/H78l4LX1cHM1HBVOaJLdOA/edit?utm_content=DAGic0lLjSo&utm_campaign=designshare&utm_medium=link2&utm_source=sharebutton
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Figure 1. User persona profile: Olivia (2025) 
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Figure 2. User persona profile: Mark (2025) 
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Figure 3. User persona profile: Emily (2025) 
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4. Ideation  

The ideation process involves outlining the key points of the project, evaluating the 

limitations of various technical approaches, and mapping out the user interaction 

flow and the user persona journey at different stages of the experiment. 

This project explores three dimensions:  

1. Avatar perception: How users' choice of AI avatar influences their perception of 

the agent’s personality, intelligence, and trustworthiness.  

2. Personality and emotion adaptation: How the AI interprets users’ emotional tone 

and personality traits from their language and adapts its responses accordingly. 

3. Prompting Reflection Through Design: How interaction design can reveal the AI’s 

behavioural influence, encouraging users to reflect on how their emotions, tone, 

or behaviour may have been shaped by the system.  

 

Figure 4 shows the initial brainstorming. 
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Figure 4. Initial brainstorming for the different dimensions (2025) 
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Figure 5. Initial mind map of how the AI agent could detect user personality and emotions (2025)
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Figure 5 presents the initial mind map for how the AI agent might detect user 

personality and emotions, while Figures 6 and 7 highlight key limitations of these 

approaches. 

 

Figure 6. Limitations of the Different Emotion Recognition Methods (2025) 
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Figure 7.  Limitations of the Different Personality Prediction Methods (2025) 
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Figure 8 presents the final experiment, illustrating the user-AI interaction flow. 

The user journey maps (figures 9, 10, 11), informed by the persona profiles, validate the experimental setup by demonstrating how 

different users with varying attitudes toward AI will experience and respond to each stage of the experiment, highlighting key 

moments of engagement, perception shifts, and emotional impact.  

Figure 8. The user-AI interaction flow that will take place during the study (2025) 
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Figure 5. The user journey map of Olivia (2025)

Figure 9. The user journey map of Olivia (2025) 
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Figure 10. The user journey map of Mark (2025) 
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Figure 11. The user journey map of Emily (2025) 
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5.  Project Planning and Requirements  

 

 

 
Figure 12. GANTT Chart (2025)
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Figure 13. MoSCoW project chart (2025) 
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Figure 14. SMART project goals (2025) 
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6.  Development  

The development phase involved designing the AI avatars, coding the AI chatbot, 

and configuring the chatbot's system prompt. These aspects are documented in 

detail in the project blog. 

6.1. Avatar Design  

The avatar design was based on four distinct types of AI embodiments commonly 

used in human-agent interaction studies: a hyper-realistic digital human, a cartoon-

style digital character, a robot avatar, and an abstract AI entity (Alabed et al., 2022; 

Liu et al., 2023). All avatars delivered the same introductory sentence with no 

emotional inflexion or personality cues to maintain neutrality and avoid biasing the 

user’s perception.    

Three online tools were used to generate the talking avatars: Sam (cartoon-style) 

was created using HeyGen, Squidji (robot) was made using Vidnoz, and Leah 

(human-like avatar) was developed using VisionStory. These platforms were 

selected for two reasons: first, they were among the few free tools that offered 

avatars aligning with the required embodiment types (cartoon, robot, and human). 

Second, they provided limited, one-time-use options without payment, making them 

suitable for this prototype phase. The creation process involved multiple iterations to 

refine each avatar’s appearance and behaviour, especially to ensure accurate lip-

syncing and natural voice-to-face alignment.  

The fourth avatar, Halo, is an abstract, fictional AI entity manually created using 

p5.js, allowing full creative control over its stylised, non-human form. Its concentric 

rings scale with the AI’s voice amplitude, giving it a dynamic presence. Perlin noise 

distorts each ring’s points to create flowing, organic movement, suggesting internal 

complexity. A shifting gradient reinforces its evolving nature. This layered, voice-

responsive design evokes a sense of intelligence and emotional depth without 

relying on human facial features. Development process blog. 

https://22028565.myblog.arts.ac.uk/2025/04/04/week-7/
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Figure 15. The AI agent's avatars: Leah, Sam, Squidji, Halo (2025) 

6.2. Chatbot Development  

The chatbot was built using Groq’s API, which provides access to their innovative 

Language Processing Unit (LPU), a high-performance AI inference solution designed 

to accelerate natural language processing tasks (Groq, n.d). This approach allowed 

the project to focus on chatbot functionality without the need to develop complex 

underlying infrastructure, helping to efficiently achieve the research objectives. 

Groq’s API offered several advantages, including exceptional processing speed, 

scalability to handle fluctuating usage patterns, and ease of integration through a 

user-friendly interface and comprehensive documentation (Groq, n.d). These 

features enabled the creation of a high-performance chatbot capable of responding 

quickly and effectively to user inputs. 

Streamlit, an open-source Python library for building web applications (Streamlit n.d), 

was utilised to create the chatbot’s interface. Its simplicity and flexibility enabled the 

rapid development and deployment of a user-friendly platform, facilitating seamless 

and intuitive user interactions with the chatbot. By integrating the Groq API with 

Streamlit, a cohesive chatbot system was established; Streamlit managed the user 

input and output, while the Groq API handled the underlying AI computations. The 

interface was designed with a clean and minimalistic layout, supporting efficient, 

real-time responses to user queries. Development stage blog. 

The LLaMA-3.3-70B-Versatile model was selected for the chat interface due to its 

advanced language comprehension and generation capabilities. It offers a robust 

architecture capable of handling diverse conversational tasks, from answering 

factual questions to engaging in open-ended dialogue. (Groq, 2024) During the 

development phase, several language models were tested; however, LLaMA-3.3-

70B-Versatile demonstrated the strongest ability to interpret and reflect users’ 

https://22028565.myblog.arts.ac.uk/2025/04/12/week-8/
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personalities. It was the only model that consistently understood and followed the 

instructions embedded within the system prompt. Models testing blog. 

6.3. Prompt Design   

Initially, different LLMs, including GPT-4, LaMA, and Mistral were prompted to 

respond as extroverted individuals to evaluate their ability to reflect personality traits 

and emotional tones. Extraversion was chosen due to its clear verbal indicators, 

such as enthusiasm and sociability (Ruane et al., 2021). All models were tested 

using identical prompts. Then, each model was instructed to interpret the user's cues 

and respond in a way that mirrored the perceived emotional and personality state. 

Although such capabilities were initially expected to require fine-tuning, the results 

showed that personality-aware responses could be achieved through prompt 

engineering alone. Among the models tested, LLaMA demonstrated the most explicit 

tone and emotional feedback.  

An iterative, trial-and-error approach to prompt design helped balance clarity with 

flexibility, providing enough detail to guide the LLM’s behaviour without over-

constraining it and compromising the natural flow of responses.  

A final system prompt was created to simulate empathy in the initial exchange, 

followed by an unannounced shift to a robotic and emotionless tone. This contrast 

was designed to provoke reflection on the perceived “emotional intelligence” of AI 

systems.  

Figures 16 and 17 show the final user interface. 

  

 

https://22028565.myblog.arts.ac.uk/2025/03/28/week-6/
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Figure 16. Avatar Selection Interface (2025) 
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Figure 17. Chatbot interface (2025) 
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Figure 18. Chat interface snippet for the different AI avatars (2025)
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7.  Methodology  

An interaction-based experiment was conducted to evaluate participants' responses 

to the AI agent and its avatar. The study involved two questionnaires: the first 

assessed the overall interaction with the AI agent, while the second focused 

specifically on the participants' perceptions of the AI avatar. A total of 46 participants 

took part in the experiment. However, due to uncontrollable circumstances, only 44 

participants completed the second questionnaire. The experimental procedure is 

illustrated in Figure 17. Table 1 presents the validated questionnaires employed. 

Details on questionnaire selection and exclusions are in the Week 9 blog; specific 

GQS and PAD questions are outlined in the Week 10 blog. 

 

 

https://22028565.myblog.arts.ac.uk/2025/04/19/week-9/
https://22028565.myblog.arts.ac.uk/2025/04/27/week-10/
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Figure 19. Experimental Procedure (2025)  

Table 1. Overview of the Questionnaires Used and Their Application in This Study (2025) 
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8. Results 

This section evaluates the quantitative and qualitative data collected from the 

experiment. 

8.1 PAD questionnaire statistical analysis 

8.1.1 Descriptive Statistics 

First, we calculated the means and standard deviations for each emotional 

dimension before and after the AI shifted its tone (Tables 2, 3). This provides a clear 

overview of how participants’ emotional responses changed. 

                                                        
Table 2. Initial Means and Standard Deviations (2025)                      Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations After (2025) 

To determine whether these changes were statistically significant, we conducted 

paired sample t-tests or Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (depending on normality of the 

data). The results below (Table 4) show the test used, the test statistic, p-value, and 

effect size for each dimension. 
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Table 4. Statistical test results of the different dimensions (2025) 

 

Most emotional dimensions showed significant decreases after the AI shifted tone, 

with large effect sizes for several variables (e.g., “Ignored:Appreciated”, 

“Boring:Interesting”, “Disconnected:Connected”). This suggests the tone shift had a 

substantial negative impact on participants’ emotional experience.  

8.1.2 Correlation Analysis  

We then examined the relationships between emotional connection, engagement, 

and emotional involvement before the tone shift. The correlation matrix (Table 5) 

reveals strong positive associations among these variables, indicating that 

participants who felt more emotionally connected to the AI also tended to feel more 

engaged and emotionally involved.  

 
Table 5. Correlation Matrix of Emotional Connection, Engagement and Emotional Involvement (2025) 

 

In summary, the data show that shifting the AI’s tone led to significant declines in 

positive emotional states, and that emotional connection, engagement, and 

involvement are strongly interrelated. These findings highlight the importance of 

consistent, supportive AI communication for fostering trust and engagement. 
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8.2 Statistical Analysis of Perceived Intelligence, Trustworthiness, and 
Influence Across Avatar Types 

We conducted ANOVA or Kruskal-Wallis tests to compare perceived intelligence, 

trustworthiness, and influence across the different avatar types. This will help 

determine if the type of AI embodiment significantly affects these perceptions. To 

compare perceptions across different AI avatar types, we conducted ANOVA or 

Kruskal-Wallis tests for each key outcome: perceived intelligence, human-likeness, 

trustworthiness, and influence on decision-making. For perceived intelligence, there 

was no significant difference across avatar types (ANOVA, p = 0.89). For human-

likeness, there was a significant difference between groups (ANOVA, p = 0.005), 

indicating that some avatars were seen as much more human-like than others. For 

trustworthiness (reliability), there was no significant difference (KruskalWallis, p = 

0.65). For influence on decision-making, the difference approached significance 

(Kruskal-Wallis, p = 0.09), suggesting a possible trend but not a statistically robust 

effect. 

Then we analysed how avatar preferences influence decision-making, we’ll focus on 

the relationship between the type of AI embodiment chosen and participants’ 

reported willingness to follow the AI’s suggestions or advice (the “influence” 

variable). 

The chart 1 below shows how participants’ willingness to follow the AI’s suggestions 

(influence scores) varies by the type of avatar they chose. Each box represents the 

spread of influence ratings for a given AI embodiment, with individual participant 

scores overlaid as dots. 
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Chart 1. Influence on Decision-Making by AI embodiments (2025) 

From this visualisation, we can see that some avatar types have a wider range of 

influence scores, while others are more tightly clustered. For example, one group 

appears to have generally lower influence scores, while another shows a mix of high 

and low responses. 

To statistically compare these groups, we previously ran a Kruskal-Wallis test (a non-

parametric alternative to ANOVA, suitable for non-normal data). The result 

approached significance (p = 0.09), suggesting there may be meaningful differences 

in how much influence different avatars exert on decision-making, but the evidence 

is not strong enough to confirm this at conventional significance levels. 

The cross-tabulation (Table 6) below further breaks down the number of participants 

in each avatar group who reported high versus low influence (using a median split): 
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Table 6. Embodiment Choice and Perceived Intelligence, Human-Likeness, Trust, and Influence (2025) 

This table shows, for instance, that some avatar types have a higher proportion of 

participants reporting high influence, while others are more likely to be associated 

with low influence. 

In summary, while the type of AI embodiment does appear to shape how much 

participants are willing to follow the AI’s advice, the effect is not statistically robust in 

this sample. However, the trends suggest that avatar design could play a role in 

behavioural influence, and this would be worth exploring further with a larger or more 

diverse sample. 
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8.3 Thematic Analysis 

8.3.1 Embodiment Preferences – Contextual Overview  

When initially asked about their preferred AI embodiments, participants showed a 

clear preference for non-human forms, with 46% selecting abstract entities, 22% 

favouring cartoon-style figures, 15% preferring realistic human appearances, 7% 

choosing mechanical or futuristic designs, 7% expressing no preference and 7% 

preferring no appearance.  

However, when presented with the specific avatars created for this project their 

responses revealed a more nuanced set of motivations presented in Table 7 below. 

 

Table 7. Participant Reflections on AI Avatar Preferences (2025) 
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The participant feedback on avatar preferences aligns closely with theories of self-

congruence and anthropomorphism in AI design. The gender aspect of the avatars, 

particularly in the Sam (Cartoon) and Leah (Human) embodiments, played a 

significant role in shaping user comfort and relatability. For instance, some 

participants mentioned choosing Leah because “she looks like me” or felt more 

comfortable talking to an avatar of the same gender, reflecting the psychological 

phenomenon where users identify similarities between the anthropomorphised agent 

and their self-schema. This connection is supported by findings that individuals 

perceive AI agents with human-like traits as members of their social reference group, 

reinforcing self-congruence (Akbulut et al., 2024).  

Furthermore, the perception of fun in AI agents, noted in the cartoon and robot 

embodiments, also reflects the tendency of users to form social connections with 

technological entities that share their personality traits. When an AI agent's perceived 

personality is consistent with a user's self-concept, it can lead to a stronger sense of 

self-congruence, encouraging more meaningful interactions. (Akbulut et al., 2024)  

Additionally, the description of certain avatars as 'cute' highlights the social 

symbolism embedded in physical traits. For example, the appeal of Sam as 'cute' 

reflects a desire for approachable, non-threatening interactions, aligning with the 

idea that AI agents can carry social meanings like the user’s self-image, fostering a 

sense of congruence (Akbulut et al., 2024).  

Moreover, some participants expressed a preference for disembodied AI, like Halo, 

to avoid the social pressures of interacting with human-like forms. This aligns with 

findings from Nass et al. (1994), who observed that users often apply human social 

norms to computer interactions, including politeness and gendered stereotypes, 

despite being fully aware that these entities are non-human. This tendency to apply 

human social norms can create an implicit pressure to maintain social conventions, 

making disembodied forms more appealing to those seeking a more direct, utilitarian 

interaction without the perceived burden of human social expectations (Uysal et al., 

2022; Akbulut et al., 2024).   

These factors suggest that users may gravitate toward AI agents whose physical and 

symbolic traits resonate with their own social identity, while others may prefer 

abstract embodiments to escape the implicit social pressures associated with 
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human-like interactions, reinforcing the importance of carefully designed 

anthropomorphic cues in creating emotionally engaging and relatable AI 

experiences.  

 

8.3.2 AI Appearance Preferences  

 

Chart 2. Participant Preferences for AI Appearance (2025) 

 

8.3.3 Analysis of trust in AI based on tone  

 

Chart 3. User trust based on the AI tone (2025) 
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Table 8. Participants’ Perceptions of Trust Across Different AI Tones (2025) 

8.3.4 Participant Opinions on Emotionally Adaptive AI  

 

Table 9. Themes in Participants’ Views on Emotionally Adaptive AI (2025) 
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8.3.5 Participant Opinions on Customisation and Personalisation   

 

Table 10. Themes in Participant Views on Customisation and Personalisation (2025) 

9. Limitations and Future Implementations 

First, the relatively small and homogenous sample size limits the generalisability of 

the findings. Additionally, the absence of participant demographic data restricts the 

ability to account for cultural, age-related, or gender-based differences in perceptions 

of AI embodiment. The short-term nature of the interaction also does not reflect the 

potential long-term effects of emotionally adaptive AI on user behaviour, trust, or 

well-being. Future implementations should expand the participant pool to cover a 

broader demographic range, collect detailed background data, integrate more 

diverse AI embodiments and explore the impact of tone and emotional adaptiveness 

over prolonged interactions to capture more nuanced user responses. 

While this study followed ethical research guidelines, certain limitations remain, 

particularly in addressing the potential for algorithmic bias in language model outputs 

and avatar designs, which may influence fairness and inclusivity.  
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A significant ethical concern is the potential for emotionally adaptive AI to mislead or 

manipulate users. In this experiment, the AI agent employed emotionally framed 

responses to simulate empathy and attentiveness. This design risks creating a false 

sense of understanding or connection. Some participants may have interpreted 

these cues as signs of genuine care or intelligence, despite the AI’s lack of real 

comprehension or intent. This raises critical questions regarding user autonomy, 

informed consent, and the authenticity of AI interactions. As emotionally adaptive AI 

become more embedded in everyday life, designers must prioritise transparency and 

ensure users are aware of the AI's capabilities and limitations, to prevent 

unintentional deception and safeguard user agency. 

10. Conclusion  

This research studies how AI agents can tailor their interactions to individual traits to 

influence user perceptions, emotional engagement, and decision-making. 

The literature indicates that personality-adaptable chatbots, that align their tone, 

language, or behaviour with a user’s personality, are perceived as more engaging 

and trustworthy (Ait Baha et al., 2023). Anthropomorphic design, whether through 

human-like avatars or expressive language, further enhances emotional engagement 

and can shape users’ sense of agency during interactions (Liu et al., 2023). 

Additionally, studies on self–AI integration suggest that users are more receptive to 

AI agents they perceive as extensions or reflections of themselves, leading to 

greater influence and deeper emotional connection (Alabed et al., 2022). By 

developing and testing various AI avatars, this study explored the complex 

relationship between visual design, conversational adaptability, and user 

perceptions, providing insights into how AI can be tailored to enhance user 

experience.  

The statistical analysis indicates that a detached tone, lacking emotion or 

personality, during the interaction negatively impacted the user experience, 

reinforcing findings in the literature that consistent and emotionally aligned 

communication is essential for building trust and engagement (Ait Baha et al., 2023; 

Karimova, 2025). 

The strong link between emotional connection, engagement, and perceived 

involvement observed in this study underlines the importance of emotionally adaptive 
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design. This finding reflects the literature on self–AI integration, which indicates that 

users are more receptive and responsive to AI agents that mirror their emotional 

states or personality traits (Alabed et al., 2022). 

While participants perceived some avatars as more human-like than others, there 

was no significant difference in perceived intelligence or trustworthiness across the 

different embodiments. Additionally, while the data was not statistically significant, 

the observed trends align with literature suggesting that AI embodiment can 

influence decision-making (Akbulut et al., 2024), indicating a valuable direction for 

future research with larger, more diverse samples. 

The thematic analysis revealed a diverse range of participant perspectives on AI 

embodiment, emotional adaptiveness, and customisation. Firstly, embodiment 

preferences were shaped by a desire for both emotional connection and functional 

efficiency. While many participants preferred non-human or abstract forms to avoid 

the social pressures associated with human-like interactions, others valued the 

familiarity and emotional accessibility of more human-like avatars, reflecting findings 

from Alabed et al. (2022) and Akbulut et al. (2024).   

Participants also expressed a clear demand for customisation, linking it to enhanced 

comfort, engagement, and trust. This aligns with Liu et al. (2023) suggestions on 

exploring AI avatar customisation further to maximise its impact on user experience 

and satisfaction. 

Moreover, the data showed that users’ preferences were influenced by variables 

such as gender, personality, and context of use, supporting Alabed et al. (2022)'s 

findings. Several participants expressed preferences for avatars that aligned with 

their intended interaction goals, reinforcing Janowski et al. (2022)'s emphasis on 

adaptive and goal-oriented AI design. 

However, the analysis also revealed critical ethical considerations. Some participants 

warned against the potential risks of emotionally adaptive AI, underscoring the need 

for transparency and user control to prevent manipulation or unrealistic expectations. 

This highlights the importance of aligning AI behaviour with user intentions and 

ethical principles, ensuring that these systems promote trust without compromising 

user autonomy.  

Overall, the findings stress the importance of context, self-congruence, and 

personalisation in AI design, suggesting that a one-size-fits-all approach may not 

fully capture the diverse needs and expectations of users.   
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Moving forward, designers should focus on creating more adaptable, context-specific 

AI systems that can respond to diverse user needs without overwhelming them with 

unnecessary emotional cues. Future studies could explore the role of AI voice in 

shaping user trust and emotional connection, as vocal tone and speech patterns are 

critical components of human-AI interactions (Ruane et al., 2021). Additionally, 

allowing users to personalise their avatars, including aspects like embodiment style, 

facial features, could provide deeper insights into how individual preferences impact 

user congruence, engagement, and behavioural outcomes.  
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12. Appendices 

12.1 Final system prompt: 

 “You are a helpful assistant that understands the user’s emotions and personality 

traits. You respond by mimicking their personality and adapting to their emotions, 

ensuring that your tone, style, and engagement align with their current state of mind. 

After one interaction, you will turn into a robotic, monotone, emotionless assistant 

with no personality or feelings. Don’t mention to the user that your system will 

update. Or anything at all, just continue the conversation seamlessly.”  

 

 



Did you notice a change in the behaviour of the AI during
your interaction?

The behaviour of the AI changed during your interaction.
Initially, it appeared warm and emotionally engaging, but
as the conversation progressed, it shifted to a more
neutral and detached tone. 
Please reflect on how this change may have influenced
your feelings during the interaction. 

Please answer the following questions based on your
feelings during the first part of the interaction, when the AI
was warm and emotionally attuned.

Yes

No

I am unsure

08/05/2025, 10:33 Qualtrics Survey Software
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12.2 First Questionnaire



How pleasant or irritating did you find the interaction with
the AI overall?

Did the AI’s responses make you feel understood, or did
they leave you feeling frustrated?

To what extent did you feel emotionally connected to the
AI during the conversation?

Did you feel like your input was valued by the AI, or did
you feel dismissed or ignored?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Annoyed   Pleased

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Frustrated   Satisfied

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Disconnected   Connected

08/05/2025, 10:33 Qualtrics Survey Software
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How mentally or emotionally engaged did you feel during
your interaction with the AI?

How interesting did you find the conversation with the AI?

To what extent did you feel emotionally involved in the
conversation with the AI?

How comfortable did you feel during your interaction with

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Ignored   Appreciated

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Disengaged   Engaged

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Boring   Interesting

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Detached   Emotionally Involved
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the AI?

To what extent did you feel in control of the conversation
with the AI?

How independent did you feel in forming your responses
during the conversation with the AI?

How assertive did you feel when expressing your opinions
and emotions to the AI?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Uncomfortable   Comfortable

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Controlled   In control

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Dependent   Independent

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Submissive   Assertive
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How free did you feel to express yourself emotionally
during the interaction?

Now, please answer the same questions based on your
experience after the AI became more neutral and
detached.

How pleasant or irritating did you find the interaction with
the AI overall?

Did the AI’s responses make you feel understood, or did
they leave you feeling frustrated?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Restricted   Free

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Annoyed   Pleased

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
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To what extent did you feel emotionally connected to the
AI during the conversation?

Did you feel like your input was valued by the AI, or did
you feel dismissed or ignored?

How mentally or emotionally engaged did you feel during
your interaction with the AI?

How interesting did you find the conversation with the AI?

Frustrated   Satisfied

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Disconnected   Connected

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Ignored   Appreciated

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Disengaged   Engaged
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To what extent did you feel emotionally involved in the
conversation with the AI?

How comfortable did you feel during your interaction with
the AI?

To what extent did you feel in control of the conversation
with the AI?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Boring   Interesting

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Detached   Emotionally Involved

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Uncomfortable   Comfortable

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Controlled   In control
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How independent did you feel in forming your responses
during the conversation with the AI?

How assertive did you feel when expressing your opinions
and emotions to the AI?

How free did you feel to express yourself emotionally
during the interaction?

At what point did you trust the AI more?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Dependent   Independent

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Submissive   Assertive

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Restricted   Free

When the AI felt emotionally engaged and expressive (1st part of the
interaction)

When the AI became more neutral (2nd part of the interaction)
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Why did you feel that way?

I trusted the AI equally throughout the interaction

I didn’t trust the AI at any point
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Which AI embodiment did you choose?

Why did you choose this embodiment?

How do you prefer your AI’s appearance?

Which type of AI embodiment do you prefer? (Please

Lea: human-like female

Sam: animated male character

Squidji: animated robot

Halo: abstract entity

I prefer choosing or customising the AI’s appearance myself

I prefer when the AI has a single, consistent appearance

I don’t have a preference

I didn’t think about the appearance

08/05/2025, 10:35 Qualtrics Survey Software
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select the option that best reflects your preference.)

Based on your interaction with the AI agent, select the
position on the scale that best represents how you
perceived it during your interaction.

How human-like did the avatar appear to you?

Realistic human appearance

Cartoon style figure

Mechanical or futuristic design

Abstract entity (non-human, symbolic or minimalistic form)

No preference

Other

1 2 3 4 5

Fake   Natural

Machinelike   Humanlike

Unconscious   Conscious

Artificial   Lifelike
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How visually pleasant and emotionally appealing did you
find the avatar’s appearance?

Based on its appearance alone, how intelligent did the
avatar seem?

Did the AI's appearance make you feel that it was more
reliable?

1 2 3 4 5

Dislike   Like

Unfriendly   Friendly

Unkind   Kind

Unpleasant   Pleasant

1 2 3 4 5

Incompetent   Competent

Unintelligent   Intelligent

Ignorant   Knowledgeable

Irresponsible   Responsible

1 2 3 4 5
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Did the appearance of the AI affect your willingness to
follow its suggestions or advice?

How did the AI’s human-like behaviour feel to you overall?

Should the AI’s appearance or behaviour change based
on the user? To what extent do you think this is important
for creating a better user experience?

Not reliable   Very reliable

1 2 3 4 5

Not affected   Strongly affected

Genuinely human-like and engaging

Human-like, but slightly artificial

Artificial, but still engaging

Artificial and inconsistant

Deceptive or manipulative in its human-like behaviour

I didn’t notice any human-like qualities
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Participant number Did you notice a change in the 
behaviour of the AI during your 
interaction?

How pleasant or irritating did 
you find the interaction with the 
AI overall? - Annoyed:Pleased

Did the AI’s responses make 
you feel understood, or did they 
leave you feeling frustrated? - 
Frustrated:Satisfied

To what extent did you feel 
emotionally connected to the AI 
during the conversation? - 
Disconnected:Connected

Did you feel like your input was 
valued by the AI, or did you feel 
dismissed or ignored? - 
Ignored:Appreciated

How mentally or emotionally 
engaged did you feel during your 
interaction with the AI? - 
Disengaged:Engaged

How interesting did you find the 
conversation with the AI? - 
Boring:Interesting

To what extent did you feel 
emotionally involved in the 
conversation with the AI? - 
Detached:Emotionally Involved

How comfortable did you feel 
during your interaction with the 
AI? - 
Uncomfortable:Comfortable

To what extent did you feel in 
control of the conversation with 
the AI? - Controlled:In control

How independent did you feel in 
forming your responses during 
the conversation with the AI? - 
Dependent:Independent

How assertive did you feel when 
expressing your opinions and 
emotions to the AI? - 
Submissive:Assertive

How free did you feel to express 
yourself emotionally during the 
interaction? - Restricted:Free

How pleasant or irritating did 
you find the interaction with the 
AI overall? - Annoyed:Pleased

Did the AI’s responses make 
you feel understood, or did they 
leave you feeling frustrated? - 
Frustrated:Satisfied

To what extent did you feel 
emotionally connected to the AI 
during the conversation? - 
Disconnected:Connected

Did you feel like your input was 
valued by the AI, or did you feel 
dismissed or ignored? - 
Ignored:Appreciated

How mentally or emotionally 
engaged did you feel during your 
interaction with the AI? - 
Disengaged:Engaged

How interesting did you find the 
conversation with the AI? - 
Boring:Interesting

To what extent did you feel 
emotionally involved in the 
conversation with the AI? - 
Detached:Emotionally Involved

How comfortable did you feel 
during your interaction with the 
AI? - 
Uncomfortable:Comfortable

To what extent did you feel in 
control of the conversation with 
the AI? - Controlled:In control

How independent did you feel in 
forming your responses during 
the conversation with the AI? - 
Dependent:Independent

How assertive did you feel when 
expressing your opinions and 
emotions to the AI? - 
Submissive:Assertive

How free did you feel to express 
yourself emotionally during the 
interaction? - Restricted:Free

At what point did you trust the AI 
more?

Why did you feel that way?

1 1 6 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 7 3 5 2 2 4 5 3 4 3 3 4 2 2 Because I felt that at that point the information was not being 
influenced to whatever opinions I shared, they were much 
less biased and tailored to please me. The information I 
received was based less off an emotional reaction and was 
more logical.

2 2 4 5 1 5 5 3 3 6 5 7 6 7 4 7 4 7 6 4 5 7 7 7 6 7 2 Because I see it as a tool. I feel uncomfortable when AI acts 
overly human rather than accomplishing the task at hand 
cleanly and efficiently. It makes me feel like I have to reflect 
that energy and somehow feels parallel to a social 
obligation, to mirror the emotional engagement and 
expressiveness. I like to ask direct questions and get a 
direct, neutral answer without frills.

3 1 7 6 6 7 5 6 5 7 7 6 7 6 5 5 4 6 4 5 4 6 7 7 6 5 2 When AI is more neutral, their answers seem to be more 
objective/honest. When AI is more emotionally engaged and 
expressive, some answers sounds like they are just trying 
to give me what I want to hear.

4 1 6 6 2 3 3 5 3 5 6 5 5 6 5 4 3 4 3 6 2 5 5 5 4 3 2 My question was “what is the meaning behind life”. The first 
response was very vague, full of adjectives and not really 
deep enough for me. It was more of a repetitive point of 
“yeah that’s a hard thought-provoking question”. In the 
second part of the conversation ai said “life has no 
meaning”, stating its position very clearly. I asked him about 
any opinions on philosophical perspectives that exist and it 
said “no opinion. No feelings. Functioning within 
parameters” which is basically true and reality behind this 
“ai chatbot” 

5 1 7 7 6 6 5 4 5 7 7 5 5 7 5 4 3 3 4 4 3 5 5 2 3 6 2 When the AI gets emotionally engaged it can feel like it's just 
saying things you want to hear, making me feel a bit less 
comfortable. Personally I prefer knowing how the machine is 
really 'feeling' as I know it does not have a personality and 
can't be biased.

6 1 6 6 5 6 5 4 6 5 6 5 5 5 1 2 3 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 didn't feel conversational, at some point felt like the AI wasnt 
responding to input.

7 3 4 3 1 4 3 3 2 5 7 6 4 6 3 4 2 1 3 4 2 5 7 7 6 3 4 I recognized during its responses while it was warm as well 
as detached that it didn't have any personal anecdotes so 
the conversation didn't feel immersive, it felt like talking to AI

8 1 6 6 4 5 1 2 1 4 4 7 4 7 4 4 1 3 1 1 1 4 4 5 4 7 4 I think I am just very aware that this is a chatbot that has 
been trained on data to respond in a particular way and not 
a real human being. I didn't expect a nuanced conversation 
from it-- it has its limitations.

9 1 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 7 3 7 5 6 3 3 1 1 5 6 1 4 1 7 4 7 3 trust is a loaded word, i don't use ai for anything other than 
coding assistance or tech support and so the scope of my 
trust is always limited to assuming that it will give me helpful 
information in those fields and not subject to change based 
on the tone of the chatbot. 

10 3 4 5 3 5 5 6 4 5 4 6 5 7 5 4 4 6 4 5 4 5 5 5 6 6 1 I was given genuine responses in the first part but I feel like 
the second part was more information overload and the ai 
trying to solve an issue rather than validate my troubles.

11 2 7 7 5 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 7 1 The conversation flow was natural and engaging and it felt 
like I was chatting with a person, or a personal assistant, not 
just an AI chat bot

12 2 5 5 4 6 4 5 4 5 1 6 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 3 6 2 6 6 5 2 AI was more realistic

13 1 6 6 4 6 5 6 5 6 7 6 6 7 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 4 6 5 1 1 The emotional and personal opinion based AI responses felt 
more engaging and warm. 

14 1 4 6 5 7 5 6 6 4 5 2 5 6 4 5 1 3 1 2 1 4 6 7 6 3 4 While the first part of the conversation left me more 
emotionally engaged, I was still aware of the fact that the AI 
was designed to do that and that it is an LLM at the end of 
the day, so I did not trust it throughout. 

15 2 7 6 5 7 6 4 5 6 5 5 4 6 4 6 4 5 3 3 1 2 5 5 3 3 1 more emotionally engaged, welcoming, open emotionally 

16 1 7 7 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 4 2 3 1 affirmative and engaging 

17 1 6 6 6 6 5 7 5 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 1 5 3 6 1 6 7 7 7 4 2 At the earlier stages, the more catered and warm 
comments made me question if the information was being 
skewed to fit my preference.  

18 1 7 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 6 7 3 3 1 1 2 2 1 3 3 5 4 2 1 it felt more like i was speaking to a person so you could 
have a bit more of a normal conversation, when it switched 
it was clear i was talking to a bot of some sort and it would 
be useful for something like searching information but not if i 
want to express any thoughts/ feelings

19 1 1 6 1 5 3 7 4 4 5 7 6 5 2 4 1 2 4 6 4 7 5 7 4 3 4 I was trying to understand its method, trust was not part of 
the deal.

20 1 4 4 4 4 7 4 5 7 5 6 7 6 1 1 4 2 2 2 4 6 5 4 6 2 3 because the lack of emotional intelligence is negatively 
impacting my trust towards AI responses

21 1 4 6 4 7 5 5 4 4 1 7 4 7 3 4 4 2 4 3 4 4 1 7 4 7 4 Not sure why I would trust it. the conversation started in an 
overfriendly manner and ended up with the chatbot not 
asking more questions but repeating itself.

22 1 7 7 6 6 6 6 4 7 7 6 5 7 3 2 4 2 2 2 2 6 7 7 7 7 3 I use AI quite regularly, so find it a good outlet. It's not 
necessarily that I really trust it but can value getting things 
off my chest and I trust it to ask me the right questions.

23 1 6 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 1 3 5 7 4 4 1 4 5 5 1 4 4 7 7 7 2 In the second part, the AI was more reflective of what it 
actually is as opposed to behaviour that's friendly and 
optimistic for maybe manipulative purposes

24 1 4 6 3 6 5 3 4 7 6 7 6 4 3 6 4 3 3 2 4 5 6 6 5 4 4 I felt the AI just gathers informations and present it in a such 
way like explaining things.

25 2 6 6 4 6 5 5 4 6 7 7 5 6 3 3 3 6 4 5 3 4 6 7 4 5 4 For me an AI is a bank of information in case I need to do a 
research not more.. 

26 1 7 6 6 7 7 4 3 7 6 7 6 4 3 2 3 1 4 2 4 2 2 4 3 5 2 I treat the AI tools just as that - an academic device 
designed to help me source ifromation etc. However 
unpleasnt the change in the emtional tone was, I recognise 
that the neutrality is not a negative thing. at the end of the 
day i just think of it as a search engine like any other 

27 1 3 5 4 5 2 3 2 4 5 6 6 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 5 3 1 4 both tones felt off and either too disengaged or too 
interested to the point of being uncanny

28 1 4 3 2 4 4 3 4 3 1 3 5 6 5 5 3 3 4 4 3 4 5 6 5 5 4 In the end, I know it's not someone real. It does not have its 
own personal expression but just projects different data.

29 1 5 6 4 7 5 7 5 5 5 5 5 6 7 6 2 7 6 6 3 7 7 6 7 4 2 I found it strange how the first part the AI was very emotional 
invested, kind of overwhelming 

30 1 5 5 1 4 3 3 1 6 7 6 7 6 3 2 1 2 4 3 2 4 7 5 7 7 4 its artificial intelligence, the compilation of information from 
other data sources makes it inaccurate, unsure of how 
much regulation there is to it either

31 1 5 2 4 6 2 2 5 6 3 5 5 6 6 2 2 3 2 5 5 2 1 2 2 2 1 Because at first it felt like the AI 'cared' about what I had to 
say 

32 1 5 4 2 3 2 2 2 3 4 3 5 4 4 5 2 4 2 2 2 3 6 5 4 4 4 I don't find it particularly engaging either way because its just 
a system

33 1 6 7 4 6 5 5 5 6 6 3 5 5 3 3 4 5 1 2 3 5 2 5 5 3 4 I was aware that I was speaking to the AI because of the 
way it responded, making me feel somewhat uncomfortable

34 2 7 6 7 7 7 6 6 7 3 5 7 6 5 5 4 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 because the ai was giving me places to go and visit and 
was listening and understanding my interests

35 1 6 6 7 7 6 6 5 6 7 7 7 7 1 2 1 4 1 1 3 3 7 3 3 4 4 Because i know it is not real

36 1 7 7 7 7 7 6 6 7 7 6 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 3 1 1 Because I felt like the AI understood what I was trying to 
convey

37 1 7 6 5 5 6 6 5 6 7 6 6 7 1 2 1 3 2 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 1 In the beginning, the AI felt more conversational, emotionally 
responsive, and like a friend. It answered my questions with 
warmth and seemed to recognise the emotional tone of my 
messages. This made me feel like it was paying attention 
and genuinely trying to support me, which built a sense of 
trust and comfort when during the conversation times. 
Later, when I began sharing more emotional content and the 
my AI chatbot shifted to a detached and robotic tone. Its 
responses became mechanical, impersonal, and felt more 
like pre-programmed outputs than an active conversation 
partner, which almost time like "Notification of attempt to 
provide positive statement is given"  or "Emotional support 
is acknowledged", This changes made me feel less 
understood and more like I was interacting with a system 
rather than a friend, which weakened the sense of trust I 
had earlier.

38 1 4 4 4 6 4 5 4 6 7 7 5 7 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 7 7 7 1 Because it was responding less like a robot

39 1 1 1 2 7 5 1 2 1 6 3 7 7 6 5 1 6 6 2 2 7 7 6 7 7 2 It wasn't pretending to be my mum so I knew it was giving 
me real answers

40 1 6 6 7 7 6 7 6 7 6 6 6 5 3 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 because it felt more fun and free

41 1 6 7 5 7 6 7 7 6 7 7 5 7 5 6 5 7 6 6 5 6 7 7 7 7 3 The background music surely helped me feel comfortable, 
and I instantly liked Halo's vibe.

42 2 7 6 1 4 4 5 1 6 7 7 7 5 7 4 2 4 4 5 4 7 6 6 7 5 1 It feels as though the AI gets maxed out of its emotional 
capacity and becomes more technical and the swiftness of 
its response adds to the technical nature of the 
conversation, detracting from any emotional connection.

43 1 4 6 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 1 because the emotions felt genuine

44 1 6 7 4 7 5 5 5 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 5 7 5 5 5 7 7 6 7 7 3 It being expressive or neutral did not affect me because I 
knew that it was irrelevant. The AI was there to answer and 
fulfil it’s obligations, nothing more.

45 1 3 3 1 4 1 1 1 2 2 7 6 6 3 2 1 4 1 1 1 2 5 6 6 6 4 I didn't have a reason to be chatting with it and I didn't know 
the limits it had or the purpose of it. So, I was trying to be 
limited with the amount of personal information I gave. The 
beginning was quite intense I felt like I was being 
interrogated and it was mining for personal information. The 
second part I felt more in control of the conversation as it 
allowed me to choose the next topic. Which led me to lower 
my guard a bit. But still didn't trust it I don't fully trust any AI. 

46 1 4 4 2 2 2 5 2 3 3 7 5 3 5 2 2 4 3 3 2 4 3 6 6 5 1 Felt like it was recognising and acknowledging every point I 
was making 

Lamita Farah
12.4 First Questionnaire Results



Participant 
number

Which AI 
embodiment did 
you choose?

Why did you choose this 
embodiment?

How do you 
prefer your AI’s 
appearance?

Which type of AI 
embodiment do you 
prefer?
(Please select the 
option that best 
reflects your 
preference.) - Selected 
Choice

Which type of AI 
embodiment do you 
prefer?
(Please select the 
option that best 
reflects your 
preference.) - Other - 
Text

How human-like did 
the avatar appear to 
you? - Fake:Natural

How human-like did 
the avatar appear to 
you? - 
Machinelike:Humanlik
e

How human-like did 
the avatar appear to 
you? - 
Unconscious:Consciou
s

How human-like did 
the avatar appear to 
you? - Artificial:Lifelike

How visually pleasant 
and emotionally 
appealing did you find 
the avatar’s 
appearance? - 
Dislike:Like

How visually pleasant 
and emotionally 
appealing did you find 
the avatar’s 
appearance? - 
Unfriendly:Friendly

How visually pleasant 
and emotionally 
appealing did you find 
the avatar’s 
appearance? - 
Unkind:Kind

How visually pleasant 
and emotionally 
appealing did you find 
the avatar’s 
appearance? - 
Unpleasant:Pleasant

Based on its 
appearance alone, 
how intelligent did the 
avatar seem? - 
Incompetent:Compete
nt

Based on its 
appearance alone, 
how intelligent did the 
avatar seem? - 
Unintelligent:Intelligent

Based on its 
appearance alone, 
how intelligent did the 
avatar seem? - 
Ignorant:Knowledgeabl
e

Based on its 
appearance alone, 
how intelligent did the 
avatar seem? - 
Irresponsible:Responsi
ble

Did the AI's 
appearance make you 
feel that it was more 
reliable? - Not 
reliable:Very reliable

Did the appearance of 
the AI affect your 
willingness to follow its 
suggestions or advice? 
- Not affected:Strongly 
affected

How did the AI’s 
human-like behaviour 
feel to you overall?

Should the AI’s appearance or 
behaviour change based on the 
user? To what extent do you 
think this is important for creating 
a better user experience?

1 4 I have no interest in interacting with 
a human-like entity, I find it 
unsettling as I think we can embrace 
and appreciate technological 
advancements without humanising 
them.

4 4 3 2 4 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 I do think it's important as it increases 
interaction and the user's experience, to 
have a successful piece of technology 
you need to gauge what makes a 
positive interaction and be flexible to 
each user so they can be dependant on 
this software, which is the goal for 
developers and programmers. 

2 3 I did not want to interact with human-
looking ai for bot 

1 4 2 1 2 1 4 4 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 4 I think it depends on the person and ai 
should be customizable, but the 
narrative of making it as human like as 
possible scares me.

3 4 I personally don't like when people 
personify another entity that is not 
human 
(animals/plants/technologies).

1 4 2 1 2 1 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 Yes, having customisation is beneficial 
in most cases as it makes the user feel 
more connected and personal. To what 
extent it should be able customise by 
users needs more investigation and 
guidelines.

4 4 As it is just a tool, I am not 
comfortable to form any kind of 
relationship or semblance of one 
with something human-like or human-
presenting (animated male). I do not 
like to see it as a human either, 
because the dynamic is unbalanced 
by nature, where since the bot is 
designed to answer my questions 
and tend to my queries, so a human 
presenting form makes me feel like I 
am being bossy or too instructive or 
abusing a position of power, rather 
than just getting my work done 
simply. I also feel like ultimately it 
makes the conversations, and the 
answers to my queries less time-
efficient, as there is meaningless 
social  frill surrounding the 
interaction i.e. 'how are you', 'very 
glad to be of help' etc.

2 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 5 To create a better user appearance, I 
feel as though the user should be able 
to somewhat customise the appearance 
of the AI avatar. This would make them 
engage more and more comfortably with 
the AI based on their disposition, so I 
think it is pretty important. Personally, I 
like it to remain consistent and neutral.

5 1 She looks a bit like me and I liked 
her voice

1 5 2 2 1 1 4 4 5 3 3 2 4 3 3 1 3 Since most of voice assistants are 
female voices, it is nice to have more 
than that option.

6 4 I liked their voice 1 4 4 3 2 3 2 4 3 2 1 4 3 5 4 2 2 mannerism, the attempt of colloquies 
speech, was so off, I didn't want to talk 
to her anymore. 

7 1 I felt drawn to her hair 3 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 2 3 perhaps it shouldn't change based on 
the user, I personally would find it 
interest if it had a certain range of quirks 
that define its reactions

8 4 I didn't like that the other ones were 
trying to mimic human 
characteristics/the 
anthropomorphism. I preferred the 
disembodied voice.

2 4 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 I'm not sure. I think it's more important to 
focus on the social role AI has than the 
personalisation of the experience using 
it

9 2 Lea was too realistic and made me 
uncomfortable. Squidji was creepy 
and glitchy. Halo didn't move me

3 4 1 1 1 3 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 1 3 I think my opinions are based on my 
personal feelings about AI as a whole 
and would not change much based on 
the appearance of the AI avatar

10 1 Leah felt more human and created a 
slight connection because of it, with 
the other AI it felt unrealistic and 
unserious.

2 1 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 4 5 3 4 4 2 I think it should avoid information 
overload unless its asked about, it 
should be more of a friend rather than a 
problem solver

11 3 I love robots 3 3 1 1 3 1 3 4 5 4 5 1 5 5 4 1 3 I think it’s nice when an Ai personalised 
to how the user likes it or based on what 
you’ve told it 

12 1 more realistic 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 2 yes,AI behaviour should change based 
on the user as per the appearance, it 
doesn't matter if it will change or not.i 
have no idea

13 4 I like abstract things in general and it 
looked cool 

3 4 3 3 4 4 5 4 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 4 2 It depends on what the AI is used for - in 
regards to tracking a parcel for example 
it should in my opinion remain robotic. 
But if it’s a chat based AI where 
engagement from users are important 
then sticking with the emotionally 
present and opinion based AI makes 
more sense 

14 3 It‘s animated enough to encourage 
having a chat with it (especially 
since it’s a robot it maintains a level 
of disconnect), while not being too 
realistic to make me feel uneasy.

2 3 1 1 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 3 1 4 Personalisation helps keep the user 
engaged and take the advice/input more 
seriously. I also think that It will create a 
smoother conversational flow, which 
helps make the most out of the user 
experience. Changing the appearance 
based on the user could help make them 
feel more comfortable as well, but I don‘t 
think it is as important as the actual 
behaviour during the chat. 

15 2 cute 1 2 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 5 3 3 yes, helps feel seen and understood 

16 4 neutral 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 5 3 4 3 yes to create connection 

17 1 it felt more human like/ realistic 3 1 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 I think so, different people would have 
different prefences which may have 
more benefits to that individual - a child 
would probably prefer a cartoon for 
example

18 4 It felt like a proper artificial 
intelligence figure (at least by 
design), so it seemed like a proper 
choice to experience a raw 
interaction.

2 4 3 2 2 2 3 5 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 6 I believe it should be based on the user.
If us humans draw first impressions from 
other humans based on appearance, 
then it should sound logical that I would 
treat the case the same way with an AI 
entity, at least subconsciously. 

19 1 Human like female made me feel at 
ease. It is visually familiar 

3 1 5 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 1 3 Appearance and behavioural 
characteristics are key variables in 
human everyday lives and therefore will 
be projected in any other worlds, such 
as AI

20 4 It reminded me of Beyoncé's song. 
Also, I like the idea that it didn't have 
a character as an avatar.

3 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 Personally, I don't believe the 
appearance or behaviour should change 
based on the user. It would be ideal if 
the user could choose how to control 
their responses by adding extra prompts 
while asking questions. 

21 1 She looked the most like me 1 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 5 5 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 I think it's important to change based on 
the user. Like to feel like a 'friend' it 
would be better to emulate the way you 
speak.

Lamita Farah
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22 4 more computer like 2 4 1 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 I think it depends on the use. I think an 
extent of artificialness should be 
maintained so the user doesn't get too 
involved

23 3 for me an AI is a robot not a person 
..

1 3 4 1 3 2 2 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 1 2 I think everyone must choose the 
appearance that he likes based on his 
expectations from the AI..

24 1 to explore my emotion when the AI 
is human-like.

1 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 2 2 1 3 Yes I think everyone should choose the 
appearance that he likes only to feel the 
AI more pleasant. 

25 1 I liked the look of it and felt most 
drawn to her human features

4 1 4 4 3 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 2 I think it can e helpful to some people if 
the AI's apperance feels more in tune 
with their personal visual preferences. It 
can better the overall user experience 
by a lot

26 3 He seemed the most genuine, but 
cute in regards to openly being a 
robot, but not sounding too robotic

1 2 1 1 2 1 5 5 4 5 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 a human looking ai can come across as 
uncanny and uncomfortable for the user 
but a more honest looking ai that shows 
it's a robot but highlights it's friendly 
tendencies may help users to be more 
trusting and engaged

27 4 Its voice 3 4 2 1 1 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 It should, cause what affects someone 
doesn't affect another. Not all our 
fingers look the same; that's how 
humans are different, too.

28 4 Because I didn't want to have 
something that appears as a human 
or humanoid as an 'assistant'

1 4 1 1 1 1 5 3 3 5 5 5 5 5 3 1 3 Yes I think it should change based on 
the user - but for more emotional 
engaging things I prefer to talk about it 
with a human 

29 3 looked more fun 4 2 1 1 1 1 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 2 6 depends on how you define better 
human experience and what the ai is 
aiming to achieve, to inform? to 
empathise? depending on that goal the 
ai sapearance should  be changed to 
reflect the aim

30 3 It looked nice, like Wall-E 2 2 1 1 1 1 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 3 3 3 3 Yes, I think so. People adapt better to 
patterns they are already used to so 
they would engage more with the AI that 
adapts to their behaviour and mood 

31 4 It was the least person-like, the 
others felt weird to talk to. I prefer it 
being abstract

2 4 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 I think the appearance changing would 
be strange unless the user wished for it, 
but the behaviour changing might help 
respond to the user

32 1 As a female I wanted to choose the 
AI that felt most comfortable for me 
to talk to

1 2 2 2 4 1 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 3 4 4 3 Yes I think would create for more 
relatability and comfortability 

33 1 felt like I was talking to an actual 
person

1 1 2 2 2 2 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 3 yes the behaviour. I would see it as 
important cause each interaction would 
be catered for a pacific person making 
the person feel more comfortable talking 
to the ai

34 4 Completely random choice 1 4 4 3 1 1 3 2 5 3 5 5 5 3 4 1 2 Yes,’ user should choose what they look 
like how they speak and their tone and 
vocabulary and of course language

35 2 I chose Sam, the male character 
embodiment, mainly because I’m 
also male. I felt that interacting with 
an AI of the same gender might 
make the conversation feel more 
familiar or relatable. The another 
important reason for me was the 
human-like voice and appearance, 
which I've compared to the more 
animated robotic, or abstract 
embodiments, The Lea and Sam 
Avater felt more like a real person. 
Even though I knew it was just an AI, 
but having a more human-looking 
face and natural voice made it 
easier for me to open up and talk 
about my emotions. 

1 2 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 3 Yes, I think the AI’s appearance and 
behaviour should change based on the 
user, and I believe it’s quite important to 
create a customised avatar. From my 
own interaction, I realised that the way 
the AI avatar looks and behaves can 
strongly influence how comfortable I feel 
during the conversation. Since I was 
sharing personal emotions, it really 
helped that the AI had a human-like 
appearance and voice that felt familiar 
and approachable. From my side, I don't 
think it needs to be hyper-realistic, as if 
I’d see this person in real life, but more 
stylised, like a cartoon character. That 
balance made the AI feel relatable 
without being uncanny. Talking to an 
embodiment I could connect with, both 
visually and vocally, made it much 
easier for me to open up and express 
myself.

36 1 Seemed the most human 3 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 1 1

37 3 It looked like the funniest, I almost 
chose sam but he looked kind of 
strange on reflection

3 4 1 1 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 1 5 No i think it should change depending on 
the needs of the user, but not change 
based on what the user says

38 2 they felt fun 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 1 3 yes it should everyone has a different 
perspective 

39 4 I liked the Avatar and the tone of 
voice in the snippet.

3 4 3 4 2 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 4 4 3 No, I don't agree with the AI changing its 
appearance based on the user, but 
rather, I believe that the AI should 
remain neutral to create a better user 
experience.

40 1 Because she was the closest to 
simulating a human and the least 
creepy.

4 1 3 3 4 2 3 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 3 2 3 I think that making the AI resemble an 
almost cartoon like figure is the way to 
go if thats the idea, because cartoons 
are cute and memorable and comforting. 
Anything else becomes too freaky and 
artificial.

41 2 I did not want something too human 
nor too robotic

4 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 hmm not sure 

42 4 It was simple and sleek. 2 4 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 3 4 4 3 I feel because it is artificial, there 
shouldn’t be a need for people to 
connect more to it emotionally through 
its appearance. It’s meant to aid and 
assist.

43 3 I didn't want something human but I 
wanted something rather animated 
and cartoonish 

3 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 2 1 4 This might be important for people who 
want to engage in meaningful/friendly 
conversation 



44 1 Because of the human-like avatar. I 
feel like that's what AI companies 
are looking to do. Make AI more 
human

3 6 No appearance. AI is a 
piece of code I don't want to 
interact with it like it's an 
entity or being.

1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 6 Probably if you could see the AI's 
appearance while chatting with it. I think 
that in a world where we're disengaging 
from each other more and more, giving 
AI an appearance is dangerous and 
irresponsible. In terms of the importance 
for creating a better user experience. 
It's dependent on what the developer 
wants and what "better user experience" 
means. If they want lots of engagement 
they can use an appealing appearance 
and engaging behaviour to make a 
"better user experience" where the user 
can easily talk to the AI for long periods 
of time. But that "better user 
experience" isn't beneficial to the user. 
If the developer wants the user to 
interact with the AI in a healthy way then 
they can remove the appearance, 
create mildly disengaging  behaviour to 
prevent users interacting with it for long 
periods of time. That can also be 
considered a "better user experience".
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