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Abstract. Recent advances in zero-shot voice cloning systems make it
possible to reproduce a recognizable voice from a short recording and
attach it to arbitrary virtual characters. Prior work suggests that famil-
iar vocal identity can carry over associated personality impressions to
new targets such as robots or virtual characters. However, these works
have mainly examined familiarity and personalization effects rather than
directly testing whether a cloned familiar voice systematically transfers
personality impressions to an embodied virtual character. Such trans-
ference raises the concern that cloned voices could be used to manip-
ulate people into engaging with virtual characters as capable social ac-
tors. Across two studies, we investigated whether personality impressions
transfer when a virtual character speaks with the cloned voice of a fa-
miliar person. Study 1 examined this question in a real-world university
setting using the cloned voice of a lecturer familiar to the participating
students. Study 2 examined the same question online using voices of so-
cial media content creators and members of their communities. Drawing
on the concepts of identity activation, trait transfer, and person recon-
struction, we show that evidence of personality transfer was limited in
both studies. Observed effects were selective and did not generalize across
traits or study contexts. In the online study in particular, recognizable
voice identity cues activated expectations about the speaker but did not
reconstruct the broader person impression. Qualitative responses further
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indicated that judgments were frequently shaped by perceived artificial-
ity and by whether voice and appearance fit together. Our findings mod-
erate common concerns that cloned voices straightforwardly manipulate
people into perceiving artificial characters as capable social actors.

Keywords: voice cloning - virtual characters - personality attribution -
human-robot interaction - social perception

1 Introduction

From short speech samples, listeners infer personality traits and social qualities
such as trustworthiness, dominance, and competence [25]. When a voice is fa-
miliar, perception extends beyond acoustic inference: Familiar voices are stored
in memory with sufficient specificity for robust identity recognition and acti-
vate stored person-specific knowledge, including trait attributions and relational
associations [14].

Research has now shown that this stored knowledge can be activated on the
basis of particular cues alone, leading us to project person-based attributions
from familiar individuals onto new targets, such as when we feel an instant lik-
ing for a new person who resembles a dear friend in some way [I5l40]. Since
hearing a familiar voice can trigger person-specific representations or associated
attributions even without explicit identification [4I20], it is likely that familiar
voices can form such cues as well. If they can, then it is possible that the attach-
ment of familiar voices to new targets can bias our judgments of these targets.

From a social robotics and Al perspective, this is an interesting possibility,
especially now that recent work suggests that we evaluate synthetic voices along
similar social dimensions as we do natural human voices [39]. If we already infer
personality traits and social qualities from synthetic voices, what would happen
when we provide robots or virtual characters not just with human voices, but
with voices of humans that we are already familiar with? Would it activate our
stored person-knowledge, biasing our evaluation of the capacities of that system
to function as a social actor, thereby increasing our willingness to trust and
engage with that system?

Prior work has demonstrated that voice design can shape the appeal, trust-
worthiness, and perceived believability of virtual agents and characters [7/12].
And, even when just a synthetic voice is used, similarity-based voice design has
been shown to increase robot likability (both with and without conscious aware-
ness of the similarity) [I6]. In addition, related work suggests that character-
inspired voices can shape user engagement and evaluations of conversational Al
systems [9]. Based on these findings, the hypothesis can be drawn that the use
of a familiar voice is likely to further increase our willingness to engage with an
artificial system. What this seems to depend on, however, and what the afore-
mentioned findings do not yet establish, is whether a cloned familiar voice can
systematically transfer personality impressions to an embodied artificial charac-
ter and whether the coupling of a known voice with a visible body amplifies such
transfer.
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This is an important question to answer, especially given recent advances in
zero-shot voice cloning. Such systems generate realistic speech from short refer-
ence recordings [6J29], making it possible for recognizable voices to be reproduced
and attached to arbitrary characters across a variety of contexts. Besides the eth-
ical concerns raised by the fact that there are not yet adequate policies in place
to protect us from having our voices cloned and used without consentﬂ there
is also the worry that the implementation of familiar voices in Human-Robot
and Al interaction can constitute a dark pattern [37]E| After all, if familiar vocal
identity indeed carries over associated personality impressions in a reliable way,
then designers could strategically activate character traits through voice selec-
tion alone, thereby manipulating users to engage with their artificial systems in
ways that are not necessarily in their best interest. Given these pressing ethical
concerns, it is thus important that we find out whether voice-based familiarity
provides a plausible pathway for attribution transfer.

In this paper, two studies are presented that provide initial insights into the
possible effects that the use of familiar voices can have on our evaluation of
an artificial system as a capable social actor. We thereby make three contribu-
tions to existing research: (1) We provide empirical evidence across two contexts
that familiar voice cloning yields only small and trait-selective alignment effects
rather than robust person-consistent evaluations. (2) We show, through qualita-
tive analysis, that judgments are often dominated by perceived artificiality and
voice-appearance mismatch. (3) We derive practical guidance for responsible
character design by identifying boundary conditions under which familiar voice
cloning is unlikely to support social evaluation and may backfire.

In the following, we first introduce our main concepts (section [2]) and present
the two studies and their results (sections . Based on these results, we ar-
gue that familiar voices can influence evaluations of artificial systems as social
actors, but that this influence is selective, context-dependent, and insufficient to
support straightforward assumptions of robust personality transfer or person re-
construction. We end by discussing limitations of the present studies and outline
directions for future work (sections [5H6).

2 Conceptual Framework

To clarify the possible effects of familiar voices in robots and virtual characters,
it is useful to distinguish between three conceptually different outcomes.

4 Voice cloning detaches vocal identity from the embodied person and makes its reuse
scalable across platforms. Public debates about deepfakes and voice cloning highlight
perceived threats to identity and trust. Beyond authentication risks [41], qualitative
research documents fears of identity displacement, fragmentation of selthood, and
loss of control over vocal representation [SI22/23].

5 We adopt here the definition of a dark pattern proposed by Shamsudhin & Jotterand
[37], who define a dark pattern as a persuasive design of which “(1) the intent to
persuade must be necessary, (2) the resulting user action is not in the user’s best
interest and is in the interest of the persuader, and (3) the methods employed are
deceptive and covert” (p. 96).
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Identity activation occurs when a familiar voice triggers recognition or
retrieval of a stored representation of the original speaker. Hearing the voice
can activate associated person knowledge, expectations, and affective responses
linked to that individual. Such activation may influence how the artificial char-
acter is perceived or evaluated. However, the influence remains indirect and does
not necessarily result in consistent attribution of the original speaker’s person-
ality traits to the new target [21].

Trait transfer (as used in this paper) refers to a pattern in which eval-
uations of an artificial character converge toward trait and social judgments
associated with a familiar speaker when the character uses a cloned version of
that speaker’s voice. Importantly, this is not meant as projection in the classic
sense of attributing one’s own characteristics to others. Rather, it describes an
attributional carryover in which activated person knowledge about the familiar
speaker systematically biases judgments of the new target.

Person reconstruction represents the strongest possible form of transfer.
In this case, the familiar voice cue would reinstate a broader person impression,
such that listeners evaluate the artificial character in ways that closely resemble
their internal model of the original individual across multiple traits and social
judgments [15132].

These outcomes differ in strength and theoretical implication. Identity activa-
tion concerns the retrieval of person-related expectations, trait transfer concerns
selective attribution of characteristics, and person reconstruction would imply
that an isolated perceptual cue can sustain a coherent person representation.
The studies presented in this paper examine whether familiar voice cloning pro-
duces evidence for trait transfer and whether it approaches the stronger case of
person reconstruction in evaluations of embodied artificial characters.

3 Method

Table [I] summarizes the main design characteristics of the two studies. We use
the empirical studies as a case to examine how voice-based identity cues operate
in embodied characters.

Table 1. Overview of the two studies.

Study 1 Study 2
Context University lecture Online communities
Participants (n) 17 65
Known-voice owner Lecturer Content creator
Design Within-subject Within-subject
Stimulus length ~14 s ~43 s
Speech content Oldenburg sentences [18] Trivia statements [2§]
Personality measure BFI-K (21 items) [31] BFI-10 [30]

Likability & Competence Items from [5JI1]; German adaptation [42]
Trust - [33]
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Participants first rated a familiar real person from memory to capture their
baseline internal person model. They then evaluated the same virtual character
in two voice conditions: a known-voice clone and a cloned unknown voice. Visual
appearance and spoken content were held constant, making voice the only ma-
nipulated factor. The unknown voice was unfamiliar to participants and served
as control voice for the same character and speech content.

If the known-voice clone activates stored person knowledge and supports at-
tribution transfer, character ratings should be closer to real-person ratings in
the known-voice clone condition than in the unknown voice condition. We oper-
ationalized this as smaller absolute distances between known-person and char-
acter ratings across personality traits and social evaluation measures, indicating
greater alignment between the remembered person model and the evaluated
character.

The order of the two character conditions was randomized in Study 1 and
Study 2; the memory-based familiar-person rating always preceded the character
evaluations.

Study 1 was an exploratory study using a university lecturer as the familiar
person. Participants were recruited in a university teaching context and com-
pleted the study during a lecture or tutorial using their own smartphones and
headphones. The familiar person was the lecturer whose course they attended.
Of 18 completed questionnaires, one participant was excluded for not knowing
the lecturer, leaving 17 valid responses. Participants had a mean age of 22.19
years (SD = 2.99; range: 20-32).

Study 2 tested the same design online using the voices of two social me-
dia content creators. Participants were recruited through creator-related online
communities, primarily Reddit, supplemented by mailing lists and social media
posts. Of 208 participants who started the survey, 65 valid responses remained
after applying preregistered exclusion criteria, including incomplete responses,
failed attention checks, and insufficient creator recognition. Participants had a
mean age of 27.9 years (SD = 6.38; range: 19-52).

At the beginning of Study 2, participants completed a familiarity check for
the two selected creators and indicated which one they knew better. Actual
familiarity was verified by requiring correct identification of both the creator’s
real name and artist name, as well as content consumption within the previous
three months. Participants who failed these preregistered criteria were excluded.
After rating the selected creator from memory, participants evaluated the virtual
character in the known-voice and unknown-voice conditions.

Study 2 was preregisteredﬁ All participants took part voluntarily and pro-
vided informed consent before participation. Voices were cloned with permission
from the respective voice owners or from materials explicitly authorized for the
study.

S lhttps://aspredicted.org/zy8j9m.pdf
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Fig. 1. Virtual characters used in the studies. Left: Character used in Study 1 (ex-
ploratory real-world study). Right: Character used in Study 2 (online social media
study). In both studies, visual appearance and spoken content were held constant
across voice conditions.

3.1 Measures

Personality. Study 1 assessed Big Five other-ratings using the German Big Five
Inventory adapted for rating others [31[43] (21 items; five-point Likert scales;
negatively keyed items reverse-coded). Study 2 used brief Big Five scales adapted
for other-ratings [30].

Social evaluation. Likability was measured with a multi-item scale [I1[42], and
competence with established person-perception items [5]. Study 2 additionally
measured trust [33]. Likability and competence used seven-point Likert scales in
Study 1; Study 2 followed the instruments’ original response formats.

3.2 Stimuli

Two different virtual characters were used across the studies (Figure . Within
each study, visual appearance and spoken content were held constant across voice
conditions. The order of voice conditions was randomized.

Voice clones were generated from short reference recordings using zero-shot
voice cloning systems [6l29]: OpenVoice in Study 1 [29] and XTTSv2 in Study 2
[].

The virtual character and lip synchronization were created with MeLaX [44].
Stimulus duration differed between studies (Table : Study 1 used shorter, pho-
netically balanced sentences [I8], whereas Study 2 used longer statements [28]
to support more reliable personality judgments following participant feedback
from Study 1.

3.3 Analysis

Study 1 was exploratory and used paired t-tests or Wilcoxon signed-rank tests
depending on the distribution of the difference scores. Study 2 followed the
preregistered directional analysis plan, using one-tailed paired t-tests or one-
tailed Wilcoxon signed-rank tests to test whether distances were smaller in the
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Fig. 2. Absolute distances between known-person ratings and character ratings for the
unknown-voice and known-voice conditions. Panel A shows Study 1 (n = 17); Panel
B shows Study 2 (n = 65). Violins show distance distributions, and horizontal lines
indicate medians. In Panel A, BFI and social evaluation distances are shown on separate
y-axes because the underlying response scales differed.

known-voice than in the unknown-voice condition. Distances were calculated as
absolute differences between person and character ratings on each scale.

Open-ended responses from Study 2 were analyzed using qualitative con-
tent analysis [24], focusing on voice recognition, voice—appearance fit, perceived
artificiality, and emotional tone.

Given its exploratory nature, Study 1 used no correction for multiple com-
parisons. Study 2 tested the directional hypothesis separately for each outcome
according to the preregistered analysis plan® also without correction for multiple
comparisons.

4 Results

4.1 Study 1 (Lecturer, n = 17)

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests showed significantly smaller distances in the known-
voice condition for likability (W = 11.5, p = .010, rank-biserial r = —.75) and
agreeableness (W = 16.0, p = .038, rank-biserial r = —.59). Likability distances
were lower in the known-voice condition (M = 1.96, SD = 1.35, Mdn = 2.00)
than in the unknown-voice condition (M = 2.56, SD = 1.32, Mdn = 2.60); the
same pattern was found for agreeableness (M = 1.28, SD = 1.05, Mdn = 1.00
vs. M = 1.74, SD = 0.92, Mdn = 2.00). Competence and the remaining Big
Five dimensions were not significant (Figure .

4.2 Study 2 (Content creators, n = 65, preregistered)

Only extraversion showed a significant effect in the predicted direction (W =
588.0, p = .041), with descriptively lower distances in the known-voice condi-
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tion (M = 1.02, SD = 0.81, Mdn = 1.00) than in the unknown-voice condition
(M =1.19, SD = 0.84, Mdn = 1.00). All other outcomes, including likability,
competence, and trust, were not significant (Figure . Thus, the Study 1 ef-
fects for likability and agreeableness did not reappear in Study 2; instead, only
extraversion showed the predicted effect.

4.3 Qualitative Findings

Open-ended responses from Study 2 were analyzed using qualitative content
analysis [24]. Figure [3| shows the frequency of coded themes by voice condition.

[ unknown voice [ known voice

Voice similarity to known person Q17
Naturalness and expressiveness of the voice { O% o5
Visual Unnaturalness and Rigidity Ol?» OI 5
Artificiality and monotony of the voice o—»
Incongruence between voice and appearance { O 3
Lip movement synchrony 2
Loss of trust due to misinformation 1 O+O2

Visual Naturalness and Expressiveness 1 O+O2

0 2 4 6 8 100 12 14 16 18
Mentions

Fig. 3. Frequency of coded themes in open-ended responses by voice condition. Num-
bers indicate mentions.

Recognition of the cloned voice was salient in the known-voice condition
(17 mentions). Participants often acknowledged similarity to the familiar per-
son while emphasizing deviations from the original voice, indicating imperfect
perceived fidelity.

Across both conditions, the dominant theme was visual rigidity and artifi-
cial facial movement (unknown: 15; known: 13 mentions). Participants described
limited expression, stiffness, and, in some cases, an uncanny or unsettling im-
pression, independent of voice familiarity.

Comments describing the voice as comparatively natural or pleasant were
more frequent in the unknown-voice condition (5 vs. 1 mention), whereas voice—
appearance mismatch was reported more often in the known-voice condition (3
vs. 1 mention).
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Several participants questioned whether personality judgments were possi-
ble under the given conditions, suggesting perceived limits of trait attribution.
In isolated cases, familiarity slightly attenuated negative impressions without
reversing them. Distrust-related comments primarily referred to perceived mis-
information rather than to the use of a familiar voice.

5 Discussion and Ethical Implications

Across both studies, familiar voice cloning produced only limited alignment be-
tween character ratings and memory-based ratings of the original speaker. Effects
were selective, context-sensitive, and did not generalize across traits or study
contexts. Interpreted through the conceptual distinction introduced earlier, the
findings are therefore most consistent with identity activation, provide only weak
evidence for trait transfer, and provide little evidence for person reconstruction.

The following sections discuss why familiar voices appear to function less as
direct carriers of personality than as partial identity cues whose effects depend
on the broader multimodal context.

5.1 A weak transfer channel under cue competition

Effects varied clearly by trait. Only extraversiorﬂ showed the predicted uncor-
rected directional effect in Study 2, whereas agreeableness and likability effects
from Study 1 did not replicate. This difference may relate to the nature of famil-
iarity with the speaker. In Study 1, participants knew the lecturer from direct
interaction, likely resulting in richer and more stable person representations that
extend beyond vocal cues. In contrast, familiarity with social media creators is
typically mediated and may rely more strongly on cues such as voice and visual
appearance. Under such conditions, vocal cues may play a comparatively larger
role in shaping trait impressions, which may partly explain why extraversion
showed the clearest difference in the online context. Extraversion is closely tied
to acoustic parameters such as vocal effort, intensity, and dynamic variability,
making it comparatively voice-diagnostic [27I36]. Traits such as agreeableness or
likability may rely more strongly on broader behavioral cues and may therefore
be less recoverable from voice alone.

At the same time, overall effect sizes were small. Qualitative responses indi-
cate that perceived vocal artificiality and visual rigidity often shaped impression
formation. Familiar listeners are known to hold relatively robust mental repre-
sentations of familiar voices and can detect subtle deviations in prosody, timing,
and accent [TJT4J32]. When a cloned voice diverges from this stored prototype,
attention may shift toward evaluating the authenticity of the voice rather than
forming person-based impressions. This may also affect social evaluations such
as perceived warmth or credibility.

" In personality psychology, extraversion refers to a tendency toward sociability,
talkativeness, energetic behavior, and outward emotional expressiveness. In the Big
Five framework, it is typically contrasted with introversion [I3].
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Prior work suggests that technical imperfections draw attention to a voice’s
artificiality [32]. While it has been shown that familiar voices in emotionally
charged contexts can retain persuasive effects despite such deficits [38], these
findings were based on cases where listeners were exposed to audio cues only, so
without a visual carrier that embodied the voice. Our studies suggest that cou-
pling a familiar voice with an embodied character produces mismatch awareness
that influences these relational effects.

5.2 Using clones of familiar voices configures expectations more
than it transfers traits

Interpreting the results of Studies 1 and 2 through the conceptual distinction
introduced in section [2] helps clarify the mechanisms at work. Participants fre-
quently recognized or commented on the familiar voice, indicating that identity
activation occurred. The cloned voice triggered comparisons with the original
speaker and shaped expectations about how the character should appear or be-
have.

Evidence for trait transfer was considerably weaker. Only a small number
of traits showed significant alignment effects, and these effects were inconsistent
across contexts. Rather than systematically projecting personality characteristics
from the original speaker to the artificial character, participants appeared to rely
primarily on cues present in the stimulus itself.

Most importantly, the data provide little to no evidence for person recon-
struction. The familiar voice did not reinstate a broader person impression cor-
responding to the remembered individual. Instead, the cloned voice functioned
as a recognizable cue that activated expectations while remaining embedded
in a multimodal environment where other cues such as visual appearance and
perceived artificiality strongly shaped evaluation.

Importantly, participants often recognized the speaker identity in the familiar
voice condition. Their comments focused on appearance fit and comparison with
the original person. This aligns with evidence that cloned familiar voices can
pass categorical identity thresholds while still deviating from the richer stored
prototype [10/T4/T9/32]. Recognition can be high even when synthetic origin is
detected only modestly above chance. Identity activation does not require re-
liable authenticity detection [I]. Our data suggest that such activation mainly
configures expectations about appearance and behavior rather than transferring
the speaker’s broader trait profile.

In self-voice paradigms, similarity-based mechanisms increase likability and
behavioral trust, often via perceived homophily and personification [I6/35]. Third-
party familiar voices introduce a stronger reference standard and invite proto-
type comparison. This amplifies scrutiny and highlights deviations in prosody,
style, or interactional fit [T0JI4]. Under these conditions, a familiar voice may
heighten mismatch salience without producing a reliable positive shift in applied
evaluations.
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5.3 Boundary conditions suggested by the broader evidence

In the introduction, we raised the ethical concern that cloned voices could be used
to strategically shape how people evaluate artificial characters. Prior research
suggests, however, that such effects depend strongly on the surrounding context.
When audiovisual cues are inconsistent, trust and believability decrease and
uncanny impressions increase [12J34]. In contrast, when voice, appearance, and
interaction quality are coherent, similarity cues have more opportunity to shape
evaluation because they are less likely to be overshadowed by other concerns
[BT437).

Our stimuli were intentionally controlled and relatively brief in order to iso-
late the effect of the voice cue. Even under these conditions, participants repeat-
edly reported that the available information was insufficient for reliable person-
ality judgments. This suggests that short voice exposures alone may not provide
enough information to support stable person-based projection. Rather than be-
ing inert, the effectiveness of known-voice cloning appears to depend on the
broader cue environment. In particular, the visual appearance and behavioral
coherence of the system deploying the voice may strongly constrain how the
voice is interpreted. Alignment across multiple cues may therefore be required
for familiar voices to meaningfully shape social evaluation.

5.4 [Ethical implications

Ethically, these findings qualify rather than eliminate concerns about familiar
voice cloning. The data do not support the assumption that a familiar cloned
voice alone is sufficient to make an artificial character appear socially continuous
with the original speaker. However, recognizable voices can still activate identity-
based expectations and can make mismatches between voice, appearance, and
behavior more salient.

This raises the question under what conditions cloned familiar voices should
be used in social robotics and Al if at all. What is it that a familiar voice could
add to an artificial system that would enhance its capacities to function in a
social context? One suggestion is that this use could increase the willingness to
engage with systems meant to assist in educational and health practices. As we
saw from our studies, however, the use of a familiar voice heightens awareness
of the mismatch between the identity cue and the carrier of the voice. What
is more, some participants stated that a mismatch between the voice and the
carrier created uncanny or unsettling impressions (see section [4.3). Both of these
findings make it likely that the use of a familiar voice would reduce the social
functionality of the system rather than stimulate it. A further factor to consider
is that especially in education and healthcare, users will be vulnerable. It might
be that these users have more difficulty distinguishing reality from simulation,
making it easier to manipulate them, or will be more affected by the uncanny or
unsettling impressions. Given these factors, we therefore discourage the default
use of familiar voices in social robotics, as well as their use without explicit
consent.
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At the same time, we acknowledge that voice cloning can have beneficial
uses as well, like providing autonomy to people with speech impediments or
voice loss by allowing them to communicate in a voice that they identify with
[26]. We can even imagine scenarios in which users have the option to give a
particular voice to a robot that they personally own. In both of these cases, the
autonomy of the user is protected by turning the use of a familiar cloned voice
into a choice. Even so, this should only be allowed under the condition that
voice cloning itself is better regulated. To protect the autonomy of voice-owners,
this entails developing transparent mechanisms to give consent for voice cloning,
as well as the possibility to keep track of, update, and retract this consent.
Additionally, the platforms that provide access to these voice cloning technologies
should be properly monitored to ensure that they have these mechanisms in
place. To protect the autonomy of the listeners, it is necessary to develop better
mechanisms to detect impersonations of a person’s voice, also known as deepfakes
[2]. Here, both non-technical mechanisms such as family/friend codewords [38§]
and technical mechanisms such as deepfake detectors that differentiate between
human and synthetic voices [2] are promising candidates.

Finally, research into the effects of familiar voice cloning on personality trans-
fer is bound to continue. We caution those pursuing this line of research to keep
the following in mind:

— Treat a cloned familiar voice as a weak identity cue. Our results
show no robust transfer of perceived personality, only small and selective
alignment effects.

— Multimodal coherence matters. Perceived artificiality and voice—appearance
mismatch dominate judgments and override familiarity effects.

— Consider selective bias. Even without broad personality transfer, recog-
nizable voices can shift expectations and influence specific trait attributions.

Even when broad trait transfer fails, recognizable voices can still activate expec-
tations and subtly bias evaluations. The use of familiar voices in Human-Robot
and Al interaction therefore requires transparency, consent, and careful attention
to multimodal coherence.

6 Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations should be considered. First, both studies relied on brief,
single-exposure stimuli, approximately 14 s in Study 1 and 43 s in Study 2.
This helped isolate the voice manipulation, but may have limited the formation
of stable person-based impressions.

Second, participants sometimes perceived the cloned voices and virtual char-
acters as artificial. Such cues may have drawn attention away from personality
attribution and toward authenticity or audiovisual fit.

Third, generalizability is limited by the sample sizes and study contexts.
Study 1 involved a small university sample evaluating a single lecturer, while
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Study 2 examined online communities around two content creators. The observed
trait-selective effects therefore require replication.

Fourth, the studies focused on relatively specific forms of familiarity. Effects
may differ for closer or more emotionally significant relationships, such as family
members, close friends, or long-term colleagues. The findings are also limited to
German-speaking contexts and explicit self-report measures.

Future work should examine familiar voice cloning in longer and more natu-
ralistic interactions, across different forms of embodiment, and in voice-only set-
tings. It should also compare different relationship types, include cross-linguistic
and cross-cultural replications, and complement self-report ratings with behav-
ioral or implicit measures. These extensions would help clarify when familiar
voice cues meaningfully shape social evaluation and when their influence remains
constrained by the broader interaction context.

7 Conclusion

Voice cloning enables embodied characters to speak with the recognizable voice
of a familiar person. Across two studies, we examined whether this familiarity
leads listeners to transfer parts of their internal person model from the original
speaker to the artificial character.

Our findings provide little evidence for robust personality transfer. Effects
were selective and did not generalize across traits or study contexts. Viewed
through the conceptual framework introduced in this paper, the implementation
of a familiar voice in an embodied artificial character appears to produce identity
activation and, at most, limited trait transfer, while providing little evidence for
person reconstruction.

These results suggest that familiar voice cloning functions less as a mecha-
nism for reproducing personality and more as a context-dependent identity cue.
Recognizable voices can shape expectations and selectively influence evaluations,
yet their effects remain constrained by factors such as perceived artificiality and
voice—appearance coherence.

From an ethical perspective, this moderates concerns that cloned familiar
voices straightforwardly make artificial characters appear socially continuous
with the individuals they resemble. At the same time, recognizable vocal iden-
tities can still activate trust-related expectations and subtly bias perception.
Responsible deployment therefore requires clarity about the artificial system’s
status and should avoid implying personal continuity or endorsement by the
original speaker.
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