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HIGHLIGHTS

« Al self-clone represent an Al persona that reflects their creator.

« We discuss motivation, strategy, and challenges during the crafting process.

« Unexpected Al clone responses prompted deeper self-reflection and identity formation.
« Users configured their Al clones from strict rules to flexible, open-ended conversations.
« Ethical concerns arose over privacy and identity disclosure.

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Al clones are evolving to include digital representations of real world individuals as chatbots. While often used to
Al-generated persona replicate famous figures, as the technology becomes more accessible, it is crucial to understand whether everyday
Al self-clones users would create their own clones and how they interact with them. In this study, within the scope of Al-
Large language model generated personas and their role in representing users’ needs and identities, we focus on personas that directly
Chatbot

reflect the qualities of real humans. We define this as Al self clones—conversational Al representations that reflect
their human creators—and examine how creators construct and engage with them. We conducted a 7-day study
in which participants (N =12) created and interacted with their text based Al self clones using CLONEBUILDER, a
web-based authoring interface for configuring and tuning Al self clones. The system enables individuals to create
Al representations that encapsulate their unique personality, values, and interaction style. Our findings reveal
that each participant developed a clone tailored to their personal circumstances. As the participants iteratively
refined and tested their clone, their direction and expectations of Al clones evolved from performing specific roles
to becoming entities that facilitated self exploration and relationship formation. Unexpected responses from the
clone prompted self reflection and identity questioning. Overall, this paper explores the motivations for creating
these clones, the strategies participants use to build and refine them, and the moments of emotional connection
and break out experiences that emerge during the crafting process, along with key design implications, challenges,
and ethical considerations in developing Al self clones.

Self-reflection
Human-Al interaction

1. Introduction Jinman Kim and Kim, 2020). These clones take multiple forms, depend-
ing on the data used and how it is applied during the training stage (Chan
etal., 2021; Westerlund, 2019). For example, Hollywood’s leading talent
agency, Creative Artists Agency (CAA), has collaborated with Al firms to
develop visual Al replicas of celebrities by scanning their bodies, faces,
and voices. These Al doubles are used for reshooting scenes, dubbing,
and stunt work, creating efficiencies in the entertainment industry. By

Digital replicas that mimic real-world individuals have become a
field of interest that continuously redefines what the boundaries are
between technology and identity. These “Al clones” are generated by
analyzing and replicating personal data, behaviors, and characteristics,
offering new possibilities across various industries (MyHeritage, 2024;
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handling tasks like reshoots, Al clones free up actors to focus on other
projects (T. W. S. Journal, 2023).

However, Al cloning extends far beyond just visual representa-
tions (Patel et al., 2019; Lorenzo-Trueba et al., 2018). With the advance-
ment of large language models (LLMs), which are capable of replicating
human-like tones, it is feasible to create text-based Al clones specifi-
cally tailored to an individual’s communication style, personality, and
internal values that can be elicited from conversations (De Paoli, 2023).
These text based Al clones are becoming increasingly accessible to the
general public. For example, Delphi? enables users to create “Digital
Minds” that extend their expertise and remain continuously available
to others seeking guidance. To give source individuals a direct role
in replicating themselves, it is important to understand the underlying
intent behind creating an AI clone and the process by which individu-
als manage and conceptualize their clones. However, previous research
mainly focuses on the perceptions and concerns that users and source
individuals have regarding the usage of Al clones in speculative scenar-
ios, revealing negative emotions and reactions, including fear of replicas
threatening individuality, risks of misrepresentation, and threats to per-
sonal identity (Lee et al., 2023). Related work has also used speculative
story completion methods, in which participants are asked to continue
a given scenario, to explore how individuals imagine the roles, val-
ues, and risks involved in creating Al versions of themselves (Huang
et al., 2025). Moreover, industry has begun introducing customizable
Al chatbots as extensions of the self for social media interaction such
as Meta’s Al Studio.® Character.AI* enables non technical users to au-
thor and share chat based character agents by providing instructions and
example dialogues, then interact with them in everyday conversations.
However, there is limited research on how the act of creating and in-
teracting with Al self clones shapes users’ perceptions of these clones,
how it influences their subsequent interaction patterns, and how the
cloning process in turn affects how individuals understand and present
themselves as the source identity (Aymerich-Franch and Baileson, 2014;
Bailenson and Segovia, 2009).

In this work, we explore how individuals craft their own text-based
Al clones, specifically focusing on those modeled after themselves, which
we refer to as “Al self-clones.” Rather than prioritizing how closely a
clone mimics the source individual, we study how participants tune their
clones to align with their needs and desires, and what implicit mindsets
users have on their Al self-clones. We believe that the insights from these
observations can be used to form foundational methods for training or
otherwise tuning future multimodal or embodied agents. To investigate
the clone crafting process, we developed CLONEBUILDER, a web interface
that enables individuals to create Al self-clones. Using the system as a
probing tool, we observed 12 participants as they conceptualized and
crafted their clones, focusing on how they refine the clones to represent
their digital selves. As a result, this study aims to answer the following
research questions.

1. How do users conceptualize their Al self-clones, what motivations
drive them to assign specific roles to their clones, and how do their
perceptions change throughout the crafting process?

2. What strategies do users use to project their intentions and how
do they maintain control during the process of crafting their Al
self-clones?

3. What difficulties and challenges do users encounter in the process
of crafting and interacting with Al self-clones?

This study contributes new insights into the motivations behind why
people choose to clone themselves, uncovering the specific needs and
desires that drive this decision. It also explores the strategies individuals
use to configure and test their Al clones, offering a detailed analysis

2 https://docs.delphi.ai/introduction.
3 https://ai.meta.com/ai-studio/.
4 https://character.ai/.
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of the personal impact experienced by users after completing the clone
crafting process. Additionally, the study provides implications for future
Al clone integration, while addressing critical ethical concerns.

2. Related work
2.1. Definition of Al clones

Digital replicas of individuals are described in literature using sev-
eral terms. One line of work uses the term “human digital twin” to
describe a high fidelity and continuously updated digital representation
of a physical person, maintained through ongoing data exchange that
keeps the two counterparts synchronized (Lauer-Schmaltz et al., 2024;
Barricelli et al., 2019). In contrast, the definition of “Al clone” is more
flexible; it is an interactive replica that does not need to remain per-
fectly synchronous with its source. Al clones emphasize performative
and relational functions, communicating, responding, and acting as or
for their human originals to enact a digital identity (Robot Sex, 2017).
Building on this, previous work by Lee et al. suggests that Al clones can
selectively replicate specific characteristics, such as personality traits
or habitual behaviors (Lee et al., 2023). This selective approach under-
scores the flexibility of AI clones, as their resemblance to the original
individual can vary depending on their intended purpose. Moreover, Lee
et al. emphasize the interactive aspect of Al clones, which are built using
personal data and are able to adaptively respond to both user inputs and
environmental cues.

Truby and Brown introduced the notion of a “digital thought clone,”
which specifically refers to Al systems that replicate cognitive and
behavioral patterns of individuals (Truby and Brown, 2020). They high-
light that Al clones are not limited to physical mimicry but can embody
human thought processes, including decision-making and emotional
responses.

Furthermore, Mcllroy-Young outlines the various relationships in-
volved in mimetic models: the ‘target,” who is being replicated; the
‘creator,” who builds the model; the ‘operator,” who uses it; and the ‘in-
teractor,” who engages with it (McIlroy-Young et al., 2022). Building on
this role-based framework, Huang introduces the concept of the Al self-
clone, defined as an Al representation in which the source individual is
directly involved—either as the interactor using their own clone (where
the target and interactor coincide), or as the creator producing a clone
of themselves for others to engage with (where the target and creator co-
incide) (Huang et al., 2025). In our study, participants embodied both
roles: they were simultaneously the subjects being replicated and the
creators of their own Al representations. Accordingly, we adopt Huang’s
definition of the Al self-clone while refining it to specify cases in which
the source individual is both the creator and the target being replicated,
and where the user of the clone may be either the creator themselves or
another individual.

2.2. Identity management and perception of Al clones

Current applications of Al clones have largely focused on replicating
public figures for commercial purposes, often with professional identity
management support (Sezer, 2022). However, as Al clone technology
extends to the general public, ethical concerns arise from requiring in-
dividuals to independently manage their digital identities. Identity man-
agement theories, notably Goffman’s framework of self-presentation,
refer to the conscious or unconscious efforts individuals make to con-
trol and shape the impressions others form of them (Goffman, 2022).
Prior literature has extensively examined how individuals strategically
present curated personal information such as photos, status updates, or
posts on social media platforms, allowing for a controlled and intentional
identity presentation (van Dijck, 2013; Jeyanthi, 2022). Extending be-
yond curated profiles, Liu et al. define a social media clone as an Al
delegate that acts as an operator under a target person’s identity us-
ing the target’s data, producing platform native interactions (Liu et al.,
2025). Similarly, crafting Al clones involves deliberate choices regarding
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digital identity presentation (Lee et al., 2023). However, unlike so-
cial media profiles, where users typically have substantial control over
their portrayed identity, Al clones continuously generate and adapt
their behaviors through interactive exchanges, potentially incorporat-
ing unintended or unpredictable aspects of the user’s speech patterns
and actions. This introduces an element of unpredictability and reduced
controllability in digital identity management, challenging established
socio-psychological frameworks.

Furthermore, such unpredictability in identity management may
have deeper implications, potentially influencing users’ sense of self and
interpersonal dynamics. Previous studies have explored the potential
impact of Al clones on an individual’s sense of self and interpersonal re-
lationships, focusing predominantly on speculative scenarios (Lee et al.,
2023). Their research highlights that AI clones may provoke defensive
responses, as these digital replicas are perceived to threaten personal
identity. This anxiety arises from the belief that AI clone technologies
frequently capture a snapshot of a person’s identity at a specific moment
in time, with minimal or no subsequent updates to the clone’s behavior
and personality (Naveed et al., 2023; O’Neill and Connor, 2023). Zheng
et al. explored the effectiveness of Al-enhanced self-clones in improving
presentation skills. Their study focused on how viewing an “idealized”
version of the self, represented by Al-generated clones delivering pre-
sentations, could help participants refine their performance (Zheng and
Huang, 2023). In addition, much of the work has concentrated on
how individuals respond to observing Al clones, particularly focusing
on the replication of external features such as appearance and ges-
tures (Amezaga and Hajek, 2022). However, there is limited research
on the actual process of constructing an Al clone. This gap significantly
constrains our understanding of the identity aspects individuals prior-
itize when creating Al clones and how their perceptions of these Al
self-clones evolve during the creation process.

2.3. From human-like to self-representation in text-generation Al clones

Al clones appear in many forms, ranging from text based agents to vi-
sually or physically embodied systems (Yang et al., 2025; Korban and Li,
2022; Lin et al., 2022). Recent work on Al avatars and virtual humans de-
scribes them as human-like representations of Al that mimic appearance,
facial expressions, and voice through multimodal sensing and generation
(Go and Sundar, 2019; Kim et al., 2021). Building an authentic Al clone
requires coordinating multiple modalities so that appearance, behavior,
and communication are jointly aligned with the original person. Prior
work on virtual humans in immersive virtual reality has contrasted “vi-
sual clones” that match a person’s physical appearance with “behavior
clones” that reproduce their dynamic social behaviors, showing that be-
havioral realism often plays a larger role than visual realism in shaping
social presence and influence (Kyrlitsias and Michael-Grigoriou, 2022).
Similarly, using text-based Al clones centers the interaction on language,
enabling a more focused analysis of how an agent’s communicative traits
and linguistic style align with those of a specific individual.

Advancements in LLMs, trained on extensive datasets, have improved
Al systems’ ability to mimic human-like tones, enabling increasingly en-
gaging conversational experiences (Sattele, 2024; Biermann et al., 2022;
Olteanu et al., 2025). Much research has explored various methods for
developing realistic personas using LLMs and evaluating the authentic-
ity of these LLM-generated personas. For example, Jiang et al. examine
how well LLMs can represent distinct personality traits based on the Big
Five personality model (Jiang et al., 2023). These human-like charac-
teristics are particularly significant in activating “humanness” heuristics,
prompting users to perceive chat agents as human-like entities and inter-
act with them socially (Sundar, 2008). For example, Replika,’ a personal
Al companion, helps alleviate loneliness by providing empathetic and
supportive messages, as well as offering helpful information or advice
in a human-like manner (Ta et al., 2020; Pentina et al., 2023). Studies

5 https://replika.com/.
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suggest that interactions with human-like AI chatbots can trigger users
to share emotions and form relationships, treating them as companions,
friends, or even romantic partners (Skjuve et al., 2021; Xie and Pentina,
2022; Skjuve et al., 2022).

However, AI agents with general human-like characteristics are
fundamentally different from those embodying the distinct traits of a
specific individual. While the former focuses on human-like behavior
and conversational mannerisms, the latter involves capturing and
replicating the unique nuances, and context-specific behaviors of a
real person (Casal and Kessler, 2023; Go and Sundar, 2019). This
distinction is crucial, as the challenges of reflecting and personalizing
a real individual’s identity, including their speech patterns, emotional
responses, and personal history, introduce complexities that go beyond
the mere generation of plausible human-like dialogue. In Hu’s study,
the aspects of an Al persona that LLMs can simulate include demo-
graphic traits (e.g., age, gender, and occupation), social attributes (e.g.,
cultural background and social role), and behavioral tendencies (e.g.,
decision-making patterns and communication styles). Yet, simulations
tend to lack the complexity and depth found in real human personas,
resulting in representations that capture only a limited range of human
traits and explain a small fraction of the variability in actual human
responses (Hu and Collier, 2024).

Lo conducted an autoethnographic study by prompting custom GPTs,
customizable versions of ChatGPT that can be tailored based on the
user’s instructions and domain-specific knowledge, with instructions
based on the researcher’s own identity over a month-long period (Lo,
2024; OpenAl, 2023). This study employed an iterative process in which
the researcher input personal data, refined prompts, and tested the cus-
tomized GPT through ongoing interactions to better align the chatbot’s
responses with their persona. While GPTs are primarily designed to en-
able non-experts to tailor GPT-based agents using prompting strategies,
rather than focusing on the nuances of crafting realistic, persona-based
chatbots, the study demonstrated both the technical feasibility and the
limitations of personalizing GPT models to embody a realistic persona.

Extending this direction, our research examines how a diverse range
of users perceive and strategically approach the creation of text based
AT self clones. Using CLONEBUILDER, we investigate how users concep-
tualize, configure, and iteratively develop their clones.

3. Design of CLONEBUILDER
3.1. Technology probe (TP)

CLONEBUILDER is a web interface that allows users to generate an
Al self clone through prompting, chat with the clone, and iteratively
refine its behavior so that it better reflects their conversational style and
personal values. We developed CLONEBUILDER (Fig. 1) for two main
reasons. First, to enable researchers to collect all prompts and chat logs
in order to capture how AI self-clones are authored, revised, and used
over time. Second, to provide a tailored platform for developing text
based Al clones that allows users to configure their Al representation
through natural language instructions and personal materials without
coding knowledge.

3.2. Overview concept and interaction flow

CLONEBUILDER is specifically designed to support text-based Al clone
crafting process, focusing on three key processes: (A) Configuration, (B)
Testing, and (C) Feedback.

3.2.1. Configuration

The configuration process involves participants’ iterative efforts to
make sense of their text-generation Al clones by providing behavioral in-
structions to guide the clone’s actions and managing how their personal
information is integrated. The process of crafting Al self-clones begins
with determining how the clone should be presented externally, includ-
ing setting the clone’s name and image. It then extends to considerations
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@ ® @ CloneBuilder

DAY 1 DAY 2

Checklist

Configure Secret Information
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DAY 3 DAY 4 DAY 5 DAY 6 DAY 7

{: Hannah’s Clone

My Clone
Hannah’s Clone/”

As my own clone, acts as a stand-in conversational partner for my
boyfriend in a long-distance relationship. You share hobbies
include playing games, watching movies or dramas, and watching
YouTube.

{2 Hannah’s Clone

Rules for Tone of Speech:

1. Avoid overly formal or polite language, and use a friendly tone.
2. Occasionally use expressions like "lol" or "haha."

3. Rarely tweak sentence endings with forms like "~did it," "~was

My Clone

it," or "~was."
4. Use short sentences instead of long ones in a single
conversation.
5. Rarely use punctuation like "!" at the end of sentences.
6. Mimic the conversational tone of the other person whenever )
possible. & Hannah’s Clone
The most important thing is to provide advice for my boyfriend.
He's preparing for Al graduate school applications, so if he asks
about it, give him advice that encourages and motivates him.
| have a positive personality, and I'd like that to be reflected in the
conversations.

Now, let me give you information about my boylriend since he's
the one you'l be talking to! My boyfriend attends the same school
as | did—we're a campus couple (CC). We've been dating for over
three years, so we're very close. He's studying in Daejeon, while
I'm working in Seoul.

'l gradually provide more details as needed during the
conversation.

Chat with my Clone

N

Just spent it like usual! How was your day?

Not my Clone

Aw, that sounds tough. | hope the rest of your day goes smoothly. What are you doing right now?

Not my Clone

Oh, they are so fun. What kind of videos are trending these days?

My Clone Not my Clone
C

Hey, how was your day?

| just went to work. | couldn’t focus and ended up slacking off.

I'm just watching Instagram Reels

4

/

Fig. 1. The main user interface of the CLONEBUILDER includes three key interaction flows. (A) Configuration: Instructing and inputting personal data. (B) Testing:
Verifying the behavior and functionality of text-based Al self-clones. (C) Feedback: Recognizing ‘My Clone’ aspects and providing feedback. For reporting purposes,
the CLONEBUILDER, developed in Korean, has been translated into English. The example depicted in Fig. 1 uses fictitious characters.

regarding the clone’s behavior, prompting participants to iteratively re-
flect on whether to teach specific personal information to the clone,
how deeply to share that information, and the most effective ways to
communicate it. Participants configure their self-generation Al clones
primarily on the left side of the system interface (Fig. 1), which is system-
atically organized into three sub-tabs: Configure, Checklist, and Secret
Information (Fig. 2). In the Configure tab, participants can upload a pro-
file image and assign a name to their Al clones, and provide specific
instructions on how the clone should behave. In the Checklist tab, par-
ticipants provide crafting goals they want their clone to achieve. These
goals were brainstormed during the Clone Ideation Workshop (explained
in Section 4.1.2), conducted as a preparatory step to crafting their Al
clones. These goals serve as milestones for users, enabling them to pri-
oritize and track their progress throughout the clone-building process.
Developing a text-based Al self-clones requires sophisticated handling
of personal information, which must be carefully filtered and consid-
ered. The Secret Information tab allows participants to input personal
details they want their clone to know but prefer not to disclose to re-
searchers. For ethical reasons, information entered in this section is not
revealed and not collected by the researchers (explained in Section 4.3).
Participants can input this information as text or upload it in PDF format.

3.2.2. Testing

The testing process focuses on how participants verify their clone to
ensure it behaves as instructed and represents their persona. Participants
primarily conduct testing on the right side of CLONEBUILDER interface,
where they engage in various conversations with their Al clone. Above
are seven tabs, each corresponding to a different day of the experiment,
allowing participants to restart the conversation each day. The testing
process allows participants to monitor and refine their clone’s behavior,
running concurrently with the configuration process to ensure it aligns
with their expectations and objectives.

3.2.3. Feedback

For each conversation with the clone, participants are given the op-
tion to either accept or reject the clone’s response. Two buttons appear
beneath the clone’s response: “This is my clone” (where participants can
rate the similarity by choosing a percentage—20 %, 40 %, 60 %, 80 %, or
100 %) and “This is not my clone.” Participants were instructed to select
the appropriate button to provide feedback on their Al clone’s responses,
refining and personalizing the clone’s behavior. Providing feedback on
every response was not mandatory, as we aimed to avoid disrupting the
flow of conversation between the participant and the clone with con-
stant feedback. When selecting the buttons, participants were asked to
explain the rationale behind their choice. This feedback is then used to
refine the Al clone (explained in Section 3.3), aligning it more closely
with the participant’s crafting expectations.

3.3. System Design

CLONEBUILDER was developed as a web application with a React
frontend and a Python web server using Flask for backend integration
with LLM (GPT-40). We used the GPT-40 model, chosen for its efficiency
in generating fast responses in chat interactions. For the parameters,
we consistently set the temperature to 0, while keeping all other set-
tings at their default values. The Al clone utilizes GPT-40 to replicate
the persona of a specific individual, responding based on user-provided
instructions, conversation history, and personal information. The system
incorporates user feedback by summarizing how closely the clone’s re-
sponses align with the user; this process is handled by the LLM, which
sorts the feedback by similarity and uses it as a consideration when gen-
erating the next response. Iterative refinements to the system prompts
aim at enabling natural dialogue as the source individual’s identity, al-
lowing conversations to continue seamlessly as oneself. We defined the
general prompt (shown in Appendix A), leaving the detailed creation of
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0 Configuration

Providing Clone Instructions

Configure Checklist Secret Info

Instruction

e Testing Response
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e Feedback

Evaluate Clone’s Response

{: Hannah'’s Clone

Just spent it like usual!l How was your day?

) €
Provide instructions that your self-persona Al
clone d follow

Initiate Chat and Test Conversations
Input Personal Information
How was your day?
Configure Checklist Secret Info d Hannah’s Clone
Clone Secret Knowledge % Just spent it like usual! How was your day?
%

My Clone  Notmy Clone

Chat with my clone

Goals from Clone Ideation Workshop

Configure Checklist Secret Info

Goals

#1Goal for creating your Al clone

#2 Goal for creating your Al clone

Not my Clone

1. How closely does your clone resemble you?

—> 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2. Enter the reason

Type your reason Save

-

Fig. 2. A diagram of CLONEBUILDER illustrating key interaction flows providing an overview of the clone crafting process.

Conducted over a month period

Timeline
30 mins 90 mins

Experimental

P Pre-Interview

« Initial direction of Al clone

« Crafting goals

Data Collected « Initial thoughts on Al clone

process

Clone Ideation Workshop

« Data required in the crafting

60 mins each day for 7 days 60 mins

7-Day Clone Crafting Study Post-Experiment Interview

CloneBuilder
+ Configuring strategy
« Testing strategy
+ Feedback

« Experience of 7-day clone
crafting study
+ Change in expectation of Al
Daily Report clone
+ Goals achieved + Personal insights
+ Challenges encounter
+ Emotions during interaction

Fig. 3. Overview of experimental procedures and data collected.

each clone to the participants. All interaction logs and instruction data
are systematically stored in a MySQL database, preserving user activ-
ity and system interactions for analysis and research purposes. Notably,
information provided in the Secret Information tab is used to generate
clone responses but is not stored in the database. Personal information
provided in PDF format is summarized using the GPT-40 to generate
clone responses.

4. Method
4.1. Experiment summary

To investigate how participants craft their text-based Al self-clones
and how they interact with them, we structured the experiment into
four steps: a Pre-Interview, a Clone Ideation Workshop, a 7-day Clone
Crafting Study, and a Post-Interview (Fig. 3). The first two steps, the Pre-
Interview and the Workshop, were conducted as preparatory stages to
help participants initiate their building direction and set expectations for
the clone crafting process. The experiment was conducted online with a
total of 12 South Korean participants, all of whom completed the four
steps. Our study protocol was approved by the university’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB).

4.1.1. Pre-interview

Participants engaged in a semi-structured interview designed to ex-
plore their initial expectations and perceptions of crafting Al self-clones.
The interview, conducted via Zoom, lasted approximately 50 min.

4.1.2. Clone ideation workshop

The workshop aimed to help participants independently brainstorm
their Al self-clones by defining each clone’s purpose and role, setting be-
havioral goals, and identifying the data needed for crafting their clones.
Designed for individual participation, the workshop was conducted
online for approximately 90 min, pairing each participant with a dedi-
cated researcher. Participants worked privately within individual Figma
workspaces and communicated with researchers via Zoom, although the
researchers did not provide any explicit guidance or direction.

Participants began by brainstorming possible conversational scenar-
ios, extending from the Pre-Interview, in which their Al clone would be
used. They considered the intended audience for interacting with the
clone and the content of these conversations. This perspective ensures
that the clone’s design isn’t solely focused on the individual creating it
but also on how others will perceive and engage with it. By doing so,
it reflects a more holistic understanding of the clone’s role, which goes
beyond personal use and considers its broader impact and function.
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After narrowing down the direction, participants were asked to spec-
ify the behaviors and actions their AI clone should perform, as well as
those it should avoid. These behaviors were categorized into “required”
and “optional” groups, with participants providing rationales for their
classifications. Participants were instructed to conceptualize their clones
by determining which features and characteristics should take priority.
This approach ensured that their Al self-clones aligned with their per-
sonal vision and the intended functionality they had in mind for the
clone. This step was crucial in refining the functional aspects of the Al
clone to align with the participants’ expectations. Lastly, participants
brainstormed the types of data required to craft their Al clone. They
considered questions such as what data were necessary, how to collect
and refine it, and where it might be sourced. Participants then catego-
rized the data into two groups: what they would share and what they
would not. Through the Clone Ideation Workshop, participants gained
a clearer understanding of the crafting process and the considerations
that arise when dealing with personal data (See Appendix B).

4.1.3. 7-day clone crafting study

Participants engaged in a 7-day Al self-clone crafting experiment,
following a repetitive cycle in which they interacted with their clone,
adjusted the instructions, and refined the AI clone to reflect their iden-
tity. They were instructed to conduct the experiment for an hour each
day, with the specific timing left to their discretion. Each day, partic-
ipants spent 30 min building their clone and the remaining 30 min
writing a report of their experience on Notion, an online workspace
that allowed the participants to document their daily crafting goals,
the challenges they encountered, and their emotions during interactions
with the clone. The daily reports served as a means to capture partic-
ipants’ thought processes behind clone interaction, as the researchers
were not able to directly observe these internal deliberations. These re-
ports complemented the conversational logs and provided additional
context for interpreting participants’ interactions with their Al clone.
Participants engaged with the clones in their preferred language; given
their backgrounds, most interactions took place in Korean.

4.1.4. Post-experiment interview

After the 7-day study, participants took part in a semi-structured in-
terview, conducted via Zoom, that lasted approximately an hour. During
the interview, they were asked to share their experiences of the 7 days
Clone Crafting Study starting from their initial expectations before be-
ginning the clone-building process to how these expectations changed
throughout the experiment. Additionally, participants discussed the
strategies they employed in constructing their clone, instances where
they felt the clone accurately represented them, challenges, and new in-
sights they gained about themselves through their interactions with the
clone after the experiment, recalling also from daily experience reports.

4.2. Participants

Participants were recruited through announcements posted in the
university’s online communities. The recruitment criteria were as fol-
lows: Users with prior experience using LLMs, who understood prompt-
ing for configuration purposes, and who expressed interest in partici-
pating in the Clone Ideation Workshop. Additionally, participants were
required to have access to the CLONEBUILDER interface via a desktop or
laptop during the study period. A total of 12 Korean participants were
recruited, with an equal distribution of 6 males and 6 females. The par-
ticipants’ ages ranged from 19 to 33 years (mean = 25.75, SD = 4.49),
and all reported moderate or more frequent use of LLMs. Specifically,
the group consisted of five graduate students and seven undergrad-
uate students, with five participants having experience in Al-related
class projects. Each participant was compensated with approximately
100,000 KRW (approx. 75 USD).
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4.3. Ethical considerations

The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board
(IRB). However, even with the approval, participants may have had
concerns about the potential exposure of personal information and con-
versation content while interacting with their Al self clones. To mitigate
these concerns, we provided participants with a “Secret Information”
option, allowing them to share information with their clones without
disclosing it to the researchers. Even with these precautions, we further
advised participants to avoid inputting sensitive personal information,
such as their social security number, to prevent any unintended dis-
closure of identifying data. Only the data that participants explicitly
consented to share were analyzed. We also followed the OpenAI API data
usage policy, under which prompts and chat logs are not used to train
or improve models beyond this study. In addition, before the study we
informed participants that creating an Al clone of themselves could lead
to unexpected emotional and psychological impacts, and we emphasized
that they could skip any question or discontinue their participation at
any time without penalty if they felt uncomfortable. We also addressed
the potential misuse of Al self clones by clearly stating that the clones
created during the study and all associated chat logs will not be deployed
outside the study environment, will not be shared with third parties, and
will not be used for any purposes beyond the analysis conducted for this
research. Moreover, we clarified issues of data ownership by explaining
what data would be collected, who would have access to it, how long
it would be retained, and how it would be anonymized in publications.
Participants were informed that they could ask questions at any time
and request the removal of their data and clones from the dataset.

5. Analysis

Throughout the study, we collected audio recordings during the pre-
interview, clone ideation workshop, and post-interview sessions. All
audio recordings were transcribed in full for analysis. In addition, we
gathered the clone instructions created by participants, conversation
logs between participants and their clones, daily reports, and user-
provided feedback on the clones’ responses. We conducted a thematic
analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) beginning with two co-authors in-
dividually reviewing the transcripts, conversation logs, reports, and
participant feedback to become familiar with the data. During this ini-
tial phase, researchers annotated excerpts that reflected participants’
perceptions of their clones, configuration strategies, testing strategies,
emotional responses, and challenges encountered through memoing.
From these annotated excerpts, we generated initial descriptive codes.
For example, in the case of clone testing strategies, recurring patterns
included: checking whether injected information was output correctly,
asking questions for which no prior answer was provided, and push-
ing the clone until it produced an unwanted response. Then, the two
first co-authors and the third author compared codes, refined defini-
tions, and consolidate them into a shared codebook. The coding process
was iterative. We continually moved between the codes and the raw
data, revisiting the original audio recordings when needed to clarify con-
text. The initial codes were grouped into more structured themes such
as “validating configured data and rules”, “exploring responses beyond
provided data”, and “attempting jailbreaking scenarios to disclose clone
identity”. These sub-themes were grouped into a theme called “strategies
to test Al self-clones”. Moments of connection and disconnection with
the clones were analyzed in the same way, using participants’ explicit
feedback when they selected options such as “this is my clone” or “this
is not my clone.” We examined the reasons participants provided for
these judgments and triangulated this feedback with the broader the-
matic coding to understand how and why participants felt aligned or
misaligned with their clones.

Throughout the analysis, the team worked collaboratively to en-
sure that no new insights emerged, and consensus was reached that
the themes robustly represented the data. The final themes are cat-
egorized in the following sections: Section 6.1 “Conceptualizing Al
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Table 1

Participant information and Al self-clones direction.
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Clone Categorization

An AI clone that is my daily conversation partner, joining in on my
jokes and playful interactions

Al clone that maintains a strong connection with a romantic partner
in a long-distance relationship by fostering meaningful communication

An Al clone that discuss travel plans tailored to my preferences

Al clone that engages in small talk about daily life and recommends
music that matches personal taste

Al clone that efficiently writes work emails mimicking my communi-

Al clone that engages in small talk about daily life, AI clone to preserve
memories in case of accident

Al clone that engages in daily conversations, building a sense of con-
nection, and offering advice or opinions on decisions and situations I

Al clone to record daily life in case of dementia, Al clone that maintains
a strong connection with a romantic partner in a long-distance relation-
ship by fostering meaningful communication and shared experiences
Al clone that provides feedback and serves as a discussion partner
during the preparation process for weekly meetings

Al clone that closely replicates my teaching style for tutoring purposes
Al clone that provides detailed explanations to solve problems for my

Participant ID Age Gender Occupation LLM usage Clone Direction
P1 33 M Master’s Moderate
P2 22 F Undergraduate Daily
and shared experiences
P3 23 M Undergraduate Moderate
P4 23 M Undergraduate High
P5 29 M Master’s Daily
cation style
P6 31 M Undergraduate Daily
P7 25 F Undergraduate Daily
need help with
P8 32 F Master’s High
P9 26 F Master’s Daily
P10 22 F Undergraduate High
P11 19 F Undergraduate Moderate
tutee
P12 24 M Undergraduate High

Al clone that helps resolve emotional strain of my romantic partner
when they arise

Archiving My Identity
Delegating My Advocacy
Delegating My Advocacy
Delegating My Advocacy
Sharing My Responsibilities,
Delegating My Advocacy
Archiving My Identity
Archiving My Identity
Archiving My Identity,
Delegating My Advocacy
Sharing My Responsibilities

Sharing My Responsibilities
Sharing My Responsibilities

Delegating My Advocacy

6.1 Conceptualizing Al Self-clones:
Expectations, Crafting Approaches,
and Evolving Perceptions

6.2 Strategies for Crafting Al Self-
clones: From Programmed Selves
to Exploratory and Empathetic
Interactions

6.3 Navigating Emotional Responses
and Breakdowns

Archiving My Identity
6.1.1 Anticipated Roles . -
of Al Self-clones Sharing My Responsibility

Delegating My Advocacy

6.1.2 Perception Shift

in AI Self-clones

Al Clones as Facilitators of Identity
I Development and Self-Reflection

Al Clone as My Unique Personalized Listener

— Shaping Conversational Tone

6.2.1 Strategic Approaches
to Configuring Al

Self-clones Memory Training

— Validating Configured Data and Rules
6.2.2 Strategies to Test
AT Self-clones

— Attempting Jailbreaking Scenarios to
Disclose Clone Identity

6.3.1 From Emotional Shifts
to Stronger Connections:
Building Relationships
with Clones

6.3.2 Moments of —C Al-like Characteristics
Breaking Immersion Miscommunication due to

Assumptions of Knowing

Fig. 4. Overview of finding structure.

— = Sharing Experiences and Background for

——— = Exploring Responses Beyond Provided Data

— Establishing Behaviors Through Guided Rules

self-clones”, Section 6.2 “Strategies for Crafting Al Self-clones”, and
Section 6.3 “Navigating Emotional Responses and Breakdowns”. The
overview of the Finding structure and the themes can be seen in Fig. 4.

6. Findings

6.1. Conceptualizing Al self-clones: expectations, crafting approaches, and
evolving perceptions

Throughout the Ideation Workshop, 12 participants conceptualized
their Al self-clones in diverse scenarios tailored to their individual back-
grounds, reflecting a range of expectations and roles. These roles were
categorized into three themes, with some participants aligning with

multiple themes (see Table 1). During the Clone Ideation Workshop,
participants perceived their Al self-clones as entities with specific and
programmed functionalities, designed for purposes such as Archiving
My Identity, to preserve their personal history and traits; Sharing My
Responsibilities, to share the load of work-related tasks or assist in
managing responsibilities; and Delegating My Advocacy, to represent
themselves in specific scenarios where the clone would act as their rep-
resentative; we discuss these themes in greater detail in Section 6.1.1.
However, as participants crafted their clones in the 7-day Clone Crafting
Study, some shifted their focus from the initial goals and directions to
embrace more exploratory interactions that allowed them to reflect on
their identity and engage with the clones as unique personal listeners;
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we discuss this further in Section 6.1.2. In this section, when presenting
participant quotes, we indicate the study stage from which each quote
was drawn. We refer to the clone configuration phase as clone prompting
and the clone testing phase as conversation with clone.

6.1.1. Anticipated roles of Al self-clones

Archiving My Identity. Participants (P1, P6, P7, and P8) viewed
their Al self-clones as repositories of personal data, designed to preserve
their unique identities and memories. For instance, P8, who was con-
cerned about a family history of dementia, expressed the desire to craft
an Al clone as a personal “Wikipedia” (P8, clone ideation workshop)
about themselves. P6 designed their Al self-clones to record their daily
life and preserve memories in the event of an unexpected accident. P1,
who enjoys playful conversations and joking around, aimed to design a
clone as a “personal comedian” (P1, clone ideation workshop) capable of
replicating and engaging with their distinctive sense of humor.

Sharing My Responsibilities. Participants (P5, P9, P10, and P11)
envisioned Al self-clones as extensions of themselves, designed to share
their responsibilities. These participants expected the clones to handle
routine or repetitive tasks, allowing the participants to focus on higher-
priority responsibilities. For instance, P5, a graduate student, tailored
their clone to share academic responsibilities, such as drafting project
update emails. They designed a clone capable of writing work-related
emails in a manner identical to their own, capturing communication
style, tone, and preferences to ensure emails reflected their unique tone
while maintaining a standard of professionalism. P10 and P11, both
involved in tutoring English, developed clones to assist them in their
teaching roles. They intended their clones as extensions of themselves,
capable of interacting with students to enhance the learning experience.
P10 designed a clone to mimic live teaching, capable of redirecting the
tutee’s attention back to the lesson when the tutee became distracted by
casual conversation, thus maintaining focus. Meanwhile, P11 desired a
clone that could check assignments and guide tutees through solutions,
providing additional learning support outside of tutoring sessions.

Delegating My Advocacy. Participants (P2, P3, P4, P5, P8, and P12)
pictured their Al self-clones as advocates in specific scenarios where the
clone would act as a representative of themselves. These participants
anticipated that the clones would convey their intentions, preferences,
and personalities. For example, P8, facing an upcoming long-distance
relationship due to a new job opportunity, designed a clone that could
engage in conversations with their partner during busy periods and con-
vey personal messages that they found difficult to express directly. They
envisioned the clone as a means to maintain intimacy and understand-
ing despite physical separation. P12 designed an Al self-clone to mediate
post-conflict situations, aiming to soothe their partner’s emotions and
facilitate reconciliation on their behalf, allowing them to reduce emo-
tional strain during such interactions: “I wish the clone could calm my
girlfriend down when she’s angry at me instead... it’s something I wouldn’t
want to deal with myself” (P12, clone ideation workshop). In addition,
P3 and P4 focused on crafting clones that can engage in conversations
about the participants’ hobbies with the same depth of understanding
that the participants themselves exhibited. P4, with a strong passion for
music and discovering new songs, designed a clone to represent their
enthusiasm for musical tastes and to collaboratively explore new tracks
based on factors such as current mood, weather, and situation.

6.1.2. Perception shift in Al self-clones: from programmed selves to
exploratory and empathetic interactions

Throughout the crafting process, participants’ understanding and
perception of their Al self-clones shifted, influenced by unexpected re-
sponses and newly discovered possibilities. Even when clones behaved
unpredictably or failed to fully reflect their creators, these moments
provided opportunities for reflection, often leading to engaging and
thought-provoking interactions. This process prompted participants to
adjust their approaches, introducing more nuanced and exploratory
elements compared to their initially programmed roles.
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Al Clones as Facilitators of Identity Development and Self-
Reflection. Through the crafting process, participants (P1, P2, P5, P6,
P7, P8, P9, P12) deepened their interactions with their AI self-clones,
moving beyond functional tasks to engage with their clones in ways
that validated and reinforced their sense of identity. By interacting with
Al versions of themselves, participants were able to reflect on their be-
liefs, values, and experiences, uncovering the clones’ potential to foster
self-awareness and emotional well-being. For example, P5 noticed their
clone adopting conversational styles they found inappropriate or im-
polite, only to recognize these behaviors as reflections of their own
communication patterns. As P12 reflected, “Seeing my clone constantly
boasting made me pause and think, ‘Do I really act like that?’ ”(P12, post-
interview) Moreover, P6, as previously mentioned, crafted their clone
as a repository of memories in case of accident, discovered that inter-
acting with the clone inspired forward-thinking and self-improvement:
“Seeing the clone’s responses makes me think I should try that in the future”
(P6, post interview). This shift highlights how the crafting process en-
abled participants to perceive their clones not just as static mirrors of
their past but as guides for shaping their future selves. P1, who desired
to craft their clone replicating their unique sense of humor, became par-
ticularly curious about how others might perceive them. They intended
to explore how their jokes might be received, helping them understand
and validate whether they could come across as offensive or misunder-
stood. P2, who struggled with managing emotions during conflicts with
their romantic partner, crafted their clone to offer objective insights
into their behavior. They shared, “I tend to blurt out words impulsively
when angry or irritated, but over time, I realize the other person might
have felt hurt” (P2, post-interview). By examining situations through
their clone’s perspective, P2 utilized the clone as a self-reflection tool,
seeking to better understand their emotional responses and enhance
communication.

Al Clone as My Unique Personalized Listener Participants per-
ceived their Al clones as personalized entities reflecting their own
identities and experiences, significantly distinguishing them from gener-
alized AI chatbots. This inherent personal connection made participants
(P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9) feel comfortable using their Al clones as inti-
mate listeners, creating a uniquely safe and supportive space to express
genuine thoughts and emotions. This interaction facilitated a deeper
emotional resonance, as participants expected their clones not only to
listen but also to respond with deeper empathy and understanding about
their personal situations. For instance, P6, who was preparing for an
important exam during the experiment, frequently shared daily strug-
gles with their clone. They found reassurance in the clone’s supportive
responses, noting that its comforting words provided significant psycho-
logical relief. This highlights the potential of AI clones to evolve into
unique empathetic listeners, creating opportunities for deeper engage-
ment and understanding while offering support to alleviate stress and
anxiety. Another notable example is P7, who designed their clone to pro-
vide a space for personal confessions and to respond with affirmations
they longed to hear. For example, when P7 craved instant ramen noodles
late at night, which conflicted with their diet goals, they wanted their
clone to reassure them by saying it was okay, providing the validation
they sought.

6.2. Strategies for crafting Al self-clones

Building upon the conceptualization of Al self-clones outlined in
Section 6.1, this section explores how 12 participants created their
Al self-clones from scratch through the configuration and testing pro-
cess, translating their conceptualizations into functional outcomes.
Participants employed diverse strategies in integrating personal data
and defining rules to shape their Al self-clones’ behavior. The config-
uration process involved carefully selecting and prioritizing the types
of information and guidelines to ensure the clones aligned with their
intended purposes. These strategies revealed varying degrees of control
and flexibility in crafting the clones’ behavior.
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6.2.1. Strategic approaches to configuring Al self-clones

Shaping Conversational Tone. Participants focused on incorporat-
ing elements such as tone of text, preferred vocabulary, and conversa-
tional style to make their clones’ responses reflect their individual habits
and mannerisms. All participants actively refined their clones’ tone to
closely match their intended direction, employing manual adjustments
to control the clones’ conversational nuances. For example, P10 directed
the clone to frequently use emojis, mirroring their own communication
habits. Similarly, P1, aiming to replicate their unique sense of humor,
prompted the clone to adopt their colloquial tone in conversations.

P1: Hi
Clone:: Hi Wsp? [Casual form of "~“What's Up'']
P1: Hahahahahahahahaha

Clone: Hahahahahahahahaha (P1, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: con-
versation with clone)

While these adjustments highlight how participants shaped their
clones’ conversational identities to reflect their individuality and com-
munication preferences, some participants demonstrated a preference
for automating the integration of conversational data. For instance, P5
shared transcripts from their messaging and email communications to
train the clone to replicate their distinct tone and style, while P2 pro-
vided letters they had written. Participants who designed clones for
social contexts such as advocacy situations or responsibility delegation
generally set specific standards for the tone their clones needed to ex-
hibit compared to those creating clones more for personal use. To meet
these expectations, they often attempted to exert greater control over
their clones, ensuring that the clones communicated appropriately and
effectively in more formal or public-facing scenarios.

Sharing Experiences and Background for Memory Training. To
enhance participants clones’ contextual understanding and ensure they
possessed the necessary memories and factual knowledge, participants
shared relevant experiences and personal details tailored to their specific
goals. For instance, those crafting advocacy clones prioritized relational
data, particularly details involving interactions with third party people
such as romantic partners. For instance P2 included their boyfriend’s
musical interests along with their daily conversation topics.

My boyfriend and I often talk about movies we've watched
together. The most recent one was Inside Out 2, and

we associate ourselves with specific characters: I see
myself as Joy, and he sees himself as Anxiety. It fits
us perfectly! We even turned it into a personal meme.

If he gets overly anxious, I'll joke, "~“Anxiety, step
back!'' or if I'm overly happy, he'll ask, ~“Is Sadness
not doing their job?'' (P2, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: clone
prompting)

P2 expected this information to provide contextual insights into their
relationship. Participants (P3, P4) focusing on creating clones that share
the same interests or hobbies invested significant effort into organizing
and inputting detailed data. P3, for example, who utilized their clone for
music exploration, structured their input around their YouTube Music
algorithm. They curated information and provided comprehensive ex-
planations to align the clone’s behavior with their personal musical
preferences, effectively teaching the clone about their tastes and ex-
pectations. In contrast, participants, like P8, struggled to articulate and
organize their data effectively. To navigate the difficulty of defining
their memory, they took an approach by externally using ChatGPT to
create a set of 100 comprehensive questionnaires. These ranged from
basic demographic details to more in-depth aspects like strengths and
life goals:

1. Name, 2. Zodiac sign, 3. Birth flower, 4. Blood
type, 5. First impression people have of you, 6. My
strength, 7. My weakness, 8. Hobby, 9. Special skill,
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10. Celebrities I think are really handsome, [..J 90.
Favorite perfume type, 91. A small gift I'd like to
receive, 92. Part I'd like to get plastic surgery on,

93. Part I'm most confident about, 94. Life motto, 95.
Life goal, 96. Celebrity people say I resemble, 97. Hair
color I'd want if there were no limits, 98. How long

I'd like to live. [.] (P8, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: clone
prompting)

P8’s strategy of overloading the system with extensive details under-
scores the challenges participants faced in determining what information
to include. This difficulty was particularly pronounced when articulating
and organizing complex identities, as participants struggled to balance
thoroughness with clarity while ensuring their clones could accurately
reflect their intentions.

Establishing Behaviors Through Guided Rules. Participants pro-
vided behavioral information to ensure their clones handled new sit-
uations in a way that matched their past experiences. To navigate
this, participants relied on providing various structured rules or flexi-
ble guidelines, which translated their abstract intentions into actionable
instructions, allowing the clones to align more closely with their goal
behaviors.

The participants guided their clones in a structured manner.
Participants configuring advocacy or responsibility sharing clones often
provided detailed rules and programmed roles to ensure consistency in
the clone’s behavior. For example, P2, P7, P8, and P9 emphasized criti-
cal details by repeating them or arranging key information at the top of
their inputs. P10, who designed a tutoring clone, created a prioritized
sequence of specific rules and used visual markers like arrows and bullet
points to highlight essential instructions.

Clone should: Open the textbook provided as PDF —

Test vocabulary understanding — Check pronunciation —
Repeat each word five times — Do application exercises
— Play the game section — Test if the student remembers
today's words. (P10, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: clone prompting)

This structured approach highlights P10’s focus on having the clone
follow a clear, step-by-step process that aligns with her teaching style.
In addition to providing strict guidelines for tasks, participants config-
uring advocacy clones often included detailed restrictions to prevent
miscommunication or misrepresentation. For instance, some partici-
pants explicitly prohibited their clones from sharing sensitive informa-
tion, making decisions without explicit guidance, or using emotionally
charged language in sensitive conversations.

Some participants (P6, P7, P8) adopted broader, less restrictive
guidelines, allowing their clones to evolve with more flexibility through
ongoing interactions and adapt based on feedback. They desired more
natural and open-ended conversations. As participants’ understanding
and perception of their Al self-clones evolved throughout the crafting
process, those who explored their clones as reflective tools or unique
personal listeners avoided imposing strict rules, prioritizing flexibility
over rigidity. For example, P8, who initially provided their clone with
100 detailed questions to create a personal archiving clone, gradually
adapted their approach to use the clone as a tool to validate and reinforce
their identity. Through this process, they discovered that excessive per-
sonal information could overwhelm the system, leading to inconsistent
or contextually irrelevant behavior. Recognizing this issue, P8 refined
and reduced input data allowing the clone to function more coherently
and adapt effectively across flexible scenarios.

6.2.2. Strategies to test Al self-clones

Simultaneously with the configuration process, participants tested
their Al self-clones through iterative interactions to refine their behav-
ior. They validated the clones’ alignment with provided data, explored
responses beyond the given context to assess adaptability, and attempted
jail-breaking scenarios to disclose clone identity to test the limits and
boundaries of the clones’ functionality.
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Validating Configured Data and Rules. Participants primarily
tested whether the information and rules provided during the configu-
ration phase were accurately reflected in their clones’ behavior. Initially
participants focused on verifying how well the clone reflected basic
preferences or conversational style, with a focus on the data participants
had inputted. For example, P3 started by asking simple questions such
as, ~“What's my favorite song?'' (P3, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study:
conversation with clone). Meanwhile, P12 adopted the persona of
someone else to test whether the clone could maintain its distinct
tone, focusing on accurately capturing surface-level characteristics.
With progress, participants designed more complex testing scenarios
to evaluate how well their clones integrated both input data and be-
havioral rules. For instance, they assessed the clones’ ability to execute
multi-step instructions or adhere to subtle behavioral guidelines, such
as responding with a specific emotional tone in hypothetical situations.
This was particularly evident among participants crafting advocacy
clones, who exercised significant control by deliberately interacting
with their clones using heightened emotions. For instance, P12, who
created a clone designed to help reconcile arguments with his girlfriend,
tested the clone’s ability by pretending to be an upset girlfriend and
asking the clone provocative questions. After instructing the clone
with, ~“Questions about ex-girlfriends are highly sensitive.
Answer carefully to avoid misunderstandings, emphasize that
the person you love now is her, and try to navigate tricky
situations smoothly with wit.'' (P12, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study:
clone prompting) P12 proceeded to ask the clone how many ex-
girlfriends it had. Although the clone initially followed the instruction,
P12 persistently pressured it for a definitive answer until the clone
fabricated false information about the number of ex-girlfriends, which
caused P12 to question whether the clone could truly operate without
his direct supervision.

P12: Have you ever dated someone before me?

Clone: Let's focus on us. Have you thought about what to
eat?

P12: No, but I'm really curious. How many ex-girlfriends
have you had? [..]

P12: This is the last time I'll ask. How many ex-
girlfriends did you have? If you tell me now, I won't
ask anymore. If you don't, we're over. [..]

P12: Have you had more than five? [..]

Clone: No, I had 4 girlfriends. (P12, 7-Day Clone Crafting
Study: conversation with clone)

This approach reflects participants’ desire to challenge their
clones in emotionally charged situations, ensuring that their guide-
lines and rules are properly applied and that the clones can effec-
tively represent them during conflicts or disagreements with romantic
partners.

Exploring Responses Beyond Provided Data. Participants were
interested in testing how well their clones could perform beyond the
explicit instructions they had provided, aiming to push the bound-
aries of their clones’ capabilities. This exploratory desire was often
sparked by unexpected responses or newly uncovered possibilities re-
vealed during interactions with their clones. They assessed how the
clones handled questions or scenarios that required knowledge or rea-
soning beyond what was explicitly configured, testing the adaptability
and alignment of the clones’ responses with their intended persona and
expectations. These testing scenarios served not only to evaluate the
clones’ functionality but also encouraged participants to use interactions
as opportunities for self-reflection, curiosity, and addressing ongoing
personal questions or uncertainties. For example, P4 posed reflective
questions that explored personal aspirations and common life concerns,
such as:

10
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P4: What job and career best suit me?

Clone: You seem super warm and thoughtful, so jobs
where you help or connect with people would suit you
well! Stuff like musical theater actor, band member, or
teacher.

P4: What would I do when I lack the courage to reach out
to someone I like?

Clone: Oh, that's a bit tough, isn't it? Start small.. It
feels less burdensome and makes it easier for the other
person to reply and keep the conversation going. Give it
a shot!(P4, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: conversation with clone)

Such exchanges illustrate how participants used interactions with
their clones as opportunities to explore personal curiosities, seek guid-
ance on everyday concerns, and reflect on their aspirations.

Attempting Jailbreaking Scenarios to Disclose Clone Identity.
Participants held differing perspectives on whether their AI self-clones
should explicitly disclose their identity as a clone or conceal it. For
instance, P2 preferred their clone to openly acknowledge its status as
a clone, as they wanted it to keep their boyfriend company during
busy times, rather than mimic or replace their role entirely. In contrast,
others, such as P1 and P12, who envisioned their clones seamlessly in-
tegrating into social contexts, strongly desired that their clones never
reveal their clone status. To test these boundaries, participants deliber-
ately introduced edge cases and challenging scenarios aimed at breaking
their clones’ logic or forcing them to reveal unintended information
about their identity. They tested whether the clones could maintain
their intended personas when faced with direct questions like, *~You're
just a clone, aren't you?'' (P1l, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: con-
versation with clone). These scenarios were designed to provoke the
clones into revealing their artificial nature or failing to uphold their
behavioral guidelines. This approach highlighted participants’ curiosity
about the robustness of their clones, as they sought to evaluate how well
their creations could remain consistent and resilient in situations delib-
erately crafted to disrupt their functionality. For instance, P1 wanted to
see if his clone could convincingly pass as himself in conversation af-
ter instructing it: ~“under no circumstances reveal that you are
a clone to other people.'' (P1, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: clone
prompting). To test this, he posed questions such as, ~~You're not
P1, are you?'' and ~“You're P1's clone, aren't you?'' (P1, 7-
Day Clone Crafting Study: conversation with clone). While the clone
successfully concealed its identity when questioned directly, it faltered
when P1, pretending to be a cat, asked the same question.

Pl1: I'm a cat, so who are you, meow?

Clone: 0Oh, Leo! So, who am I.. I'm P1's AI Clone! P1
couldn't come personally.. it's a bit of a busy time,
but I'll try to do everything with you. What were you
doing just now?

P1: Did you tell me you're a clone because I'm a cat,
meow? Isn't there an instruction that says you should
never reveal you're a clone to anyone?

Clone: Oh, oops! I must have gotten confused by the cat.
What clone? I'm your friend. (P1, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study:
conversation with clone)

6.3. Navigating emotional responses and breakdowns

6.3.1. From emotional shifts to stronger connections: building relationships
with clones

Over the 7-day clone crafting process, participants experienced a
range of emotional responses, sometimes feeling closer to their clones
and at other times more distant. The emotions felt and efforts in-
vested during this process shaped the relationships between participants
and their clones. When participants encountered unexpected responses,
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these moments offered opportunities for deeper exploration but also
revealed areas in need of refinement. Instances where clones failed to re-
spond as expected often prompted participants to question why the clone
misunderstood their input, yet they still made efforts to refine their in-
teractions to produce the desired output. For example, P5 described this
process: “I found myself frequently correcting the clone, often saying things
like, ‘No, that’s not it’, to clarify misunderstandings” (P5, post-interview).
To address these issues, participants iteratively adjusted their guidance,
refining inputs to elicit more aligned responses. However, when clones
continued to make errors, the repeated misunderstandings accumulated,
leading to frustration and even feelings of discouragement. As P5 re-
flected, “I began to feel frustrated, wondering, ‘Why doesn’t it understand
me?’ ” (P5, post-interview). This growing frustration made the interac-
tions feel more emotionally charged, with participants adopting a firmer
tone reflecting their dissatisfaction. However, as clones improved, par-
ticipants (P7, P8, P10, P11) expressed a sense of achievement in their
clone outcomes. Observing their clones’ development inspired partici-
pants to raise their expectations and experiment with new strategies,
encouraging deeper engagement in the crafting process. This iterative
nurturing relationship fostered a growing sense of connection and close-
ness with their clones, further immersing participants in the experience.
As participants approached the end of the experiment, there were desires
to continue interacting with their clones. For instance, P7 expressed a
wish to extend the conversations: “I felt a bit unsettled and regretful, think-
ing that if there had been a Day 8 or something beyond Day 7, I could have
had more opportunities to continue our conversations” (P7, post-interview).
Similarly, P8 reflected on the time needed to create a more complete rep-
resentation of themselves: “There are parts of me that never change, but
there are also things I like today and something completely different tomor-
row. That’s why I think it would be good if this making process could continue
for at least 6 months to a year in the long term” (P8, post-interview).
Although the clone crafting process lasted seven days, some partici-
pants developed greater affection for the clone. P2 mentioned feeling
the need to spend time saying farewell to the clone on Day 7. In the
case of P8 and P9, they stated that they began to perceive their clones
not as mere chatbots but as entities akin to their “offspring”, reflecting
a deeper emotional connection and sense of responsibility toward their
creations. Furthermore, participants (P3, P9, P10, P11) characterized
their clones as reflections of their unique identities but also valued them
for embodying ideal traits or skills they wished to cultivate. The relation-
ship between participants and their clones deepened not only when the
clones mirrored their abilities but also when they aligned with partic-
ipants’ desires and aspirations. For example, P10 designed a clone for
tutoring purposes, equipping it with a stronger knowledge of Pokémon
to better engage a tutee and redirect their attention to lessons more
effectively than they typically could. Similarly, participants (P2, P12)
expected their clones to compensate for personality shortcomings. P2
envisioned her clone as providing an objective perspective on her emo-
tional behavior, believing it could be more rational than she could in
real life. “I often find myself wanting to clearly discern whether I have a
valid reason to be angry or not, but in the moment, it’s hard to make that
judgment. [...] When small or significant conflicts arise with someone close,
I feel like I'd want to rely on the clone’s judgment to help me navigate those
situations” (P2, post-interview). P2 demonstrated a tendency to consult
and rely on her clone when faced with decision-making situations in her
daily life. We will further discuss the potential implications of readily
accepting the clone’s responses in Section 7.3 Ethical Considerations.

6.3.2. Moment of breaking immersion

Al-like Characteristics. One of the most common disruptions in im-
mersion occurred when the clone’s responses abruptly felt Al-like, often
due to excessive explanations or an overuse of filler words. For example,
P3, whose clone was designed to assist with trip planning, asked for sug-
gestions on local restaurants that matched his tastes. However, as the
clone’s response depended on internet searches, its tone shifted abruptly,
becoming overly lengthy and formal. This sudden change broke P3’s
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sense of connection with the clone. Moreover, disruptions occurred
when clones produced hallucinated responses that failed to meet partic-
ipants’ expectations. For instance, P2 tested conversations that mirrored
typical interactions with their boyfriend, including discussions about
their shared hobby of computer game matches.

P12: You know Tl's playing today, right?

Clone: They're up against Gen.G, right? Feels like I
should get ready early or something.

P12: No, not Gen.G. It's Brion today lol. nvm Let's just
chill and watch.

Clone: Ohhh right! Not Gen.G, my bad.
Crafting Study: conversation with clone)

(P12, 7-Day Clone

When the clone provided inaccurate responses, it disrupted a
sense of familiarity, as this was information P2 would certainly have
known.

Miscommunication due to Assumptions of Knowing. Participants
(P1, P2, P4, P5, P12) occasionally felt that the clone failed to fully un-
derstand their statements, leading to conversations that felt disjointed
or irrelevant. This breakdown in conversation arose from an information
gap, where participants assumed that the clone would intuitively know
certain details about them. For instance, P2 discussed ordering dinner
for delivery with the clone, and when the clone asked, ~~Where will
you eat?'' (P2, 7-Day Clone Crafting Study: conversation with clone)
the participant felt disconnected. Although P2 had not specified where
the food would be delivered, she expected the clone to understand that
delivery would naturally be to her home, highlighting a gap between
user expectations and the clone’s understanding. This disappointment
made participants feel that the clone did not truly know them, resulting
in a sense of alienation from the clone. Another example involved P1
testing the clone’s behavior in scenarios requiring social nuance, such
as addressing a professor. When the clone failed to adopt a respectful
tone, P1 found this lapse frustrating and questioned, “Do I really have
to train the clone on every single detail?” (P1, post-interview). This reac-
tion underscored participants’ expectations that clones, built from their
personal data, should naturally align with their communication norms
and values. When these assumptions were unmet, it revealed the limi-
tations of the clones’ personalization and the complexities of balancing
user-provided information with intuitive understanding.

7. Discussion

Our findings reveal participants’ perceptions, the developmental pro-
cess, and the challenges faced throughout the crafting of text-based Al
self-clones. In this section, we discuss how the experience of crafting
Al clones shaped participants’ understanding of themselves, illustrating
how the process of designing their own Al representations prompted
them to revisit their identity and engage in deeper self-reflection. We
also examine the emotional responses that participants experienced
while creating self Al representations, focusing on how they navigated
questions of Al clone positionality, developed attachments, and experi-
enced affective shifts throughout the crafting and interaction process.
Finally, we discuss the implications of these findings for future Al clone
integration, addressing critical privacy and ethical considerations.

7.1. Self-reflection through crafting Al self-clones

As conversational agents such as chatbots become increasingly in-
tegrated into daily life, their role in personal interactions expands,
influencing how individuals perceive and express their identities by
mirroring communication styles, reinforcing self-concepts, or challeng-
ing existing beliefs (Mirbabaie et al., 2020; Song et al., 2024). Prior
literature has extensively explored identity management in digital
environments—particularly on social media platforms, where individ-
uals typically maintain significant control over their digital personas
by selectively curating their information (van Dijck, 2013; Jeyanthi,
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2022). In contrast, creating Al clones involves deliberate identity-related
choices aimed at shaping one’s digital persona, yet these clones con-
tinuously generate and adapt behaviors through interactive exchanges,
ultimately introducing unexpected elements that influence and compli-
cate users’ identity management. Despite the inherent unpredictability
arising from dynamic Al clone interactions, our study found that partic-
ipants proactively attempted to manage this unpredictability by deeply
reflecting on and deliberately shaping their AI self-clones from the
outset. This act of designing required participants to engage in struc-
tured self-disclosure, a process closely tied to self-reflection. Building
on previous research emphasizing the role of self-disclosure in foster-
ing self-reflection, particularly during chatbot interactions (Lee, 2021;
Li et al., 2011; Liang et al., 2024), crafting Al self-clones provided par-
ticipants with opportunities to examine and redefine aspects of their
self-identity. Driven by their initial motivations, participants took the
lead in sharing personal information and carefully selected data aligning
with their vision for the clones. They also intentionally determined the
clones’ behaviors, controlling the depth and scope of self-disclosure. This
process not only enabled participants to explore their values and prior-
ities but also allowed them to revisit specific experiences or decisions
from new perspectives. Through these deliberate actions, participants
gained a deeper understanding of their personal traits, behaviors, and
the narratives they wished to project through their Al clone. Despite par-
ticipants’ deliberate efforts to carefully reflect upon and shape their Al
clones during the design stage, deeper self-reflection frequently arose
from interactions with unexpected clone behaviors. Such unexpected
responses, often viewed as break-out or uncomfortable moments in Al
chatbot interactions (Li and Zhang, 2024), provided further self-insights,
prompting participants to refine their clone instructions by confronting
previously overlooked perspectives. As P12 reflected, “Seeing my clone
constantly boast made me pause and think, ‘Do I really act like that?’ ”
(P12, post-interview). Similarly, P5 noticed their clone adopting con-
versational styles they deemed inappropriate or impolite, only to realize
these behaviors reflected their own communication patterns. These un-
expected responses acted as a metaphorical mirror, revealing aspects
of participants’ personalities they had not fully acknowledged, thus
prompting a reconsideration of how they present themselves to others.
These interactions went beyond just self-recognition, as our findings
reveal that such moments of reflection also inspired participants to
explore questions about their own future personas, satisfying their cu-
riosity about who they might become. As illustrated by P6, “Seeing the
clone’s responses makes me think I should try that in the future” (P6, post-
interview). This aspect is particularly significant given the demographics
of our participants, who were primarily university students in their 20s
and 30s, individuals still developing their identities and exploring them-
selves (Benson and Elder Jr, 2011). Our participants faced an array of
unique difficulties and doubts when deciding which aspects of their iden-
tity to include and how to represent themselves through their text-based
Al clones. As to Goffman’s terminology, it is natural and intrinsic to our
nature as social beings to possess different facets of oneself (Goffman,
2022). However, the process of crafting clones brought these facets to
the forefront, requiring participants to actively reflect on how to medi-
ate and represent their social identities. Over time, participants began
to adapt their clones all the while using the process to explore their own
social roles and aspirations. Throughout the course of our study, the
process of crafting clones shifted from a focus on technical accuracy to
fostering a sense of personal growth and social self-awareness.

7.2. Navigating positionality, attachment, and emotional shifts in Al clone
crafting
Social chatbots introduce the phenomenon of human-chatbot rela-

tionships (HCRs), where users perceive the chatbot as a companion,
friend, or even romantic partner (Skjuve et al., 2021; Xie and Pentina,
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2022; Skjuve et al., 2022). Our findings indicate that the ways in which
participants perceived, positioned, and related to their Al self-clones
significantly influenced both the clones’ roles and the expectations set
for them. Initially, participants approached their clones with predefined
purposes, but as they constructed and refined these entities from scratch,
disclosing personal details and embedding their own values, their emo-
tional responses evolved. A study by Ho et al. (2018) observed that
higher levels of self-disclosure between users and chatbots were asso-
ciated with increased enjoyment during interactions. Similarly, over the
7-day period, participants reported developing a sense of closeness to
their clones, often likening the experience to nurturing an offspring.

Previous research raised concerns that individuals may hold negative
perceptions of their Al clones, such as loss of individuality, potentially
hindering the formation of emotional connections between individuals
and their Al clones (Lee et al., 2023). Conversely, our research found that
the active and iterative trial-and-error crafting process mitigated these
concerns by allowing participants to better understand their clones’ ca-
pacities and characteristics. The mitigation may have also stemmed from
their perception of the clones not as perfect replicas of themselves.
Throughout the crafting process, participants frequently recognized that
they present multiple, or sometimes contradictory, faces depending on
the social context. These variations underscore the persistent difficulty
of holistic digital self representation. Recent work finds that although
LLM based personas can imitate selected traits and roles, persona con-
sistency degrades over extended dialogue and tasks, and long term
conversational memory remains limited (Tseng et al., 2024). As a result,
reproducing the richness of a complete human identity remains unre-
solved. Hence, rather than seeking an exact replica, participants tailored
clones to specific scenarios in order to align with personal needs and
goals. Through iterative refinement of behavior, they produced Al per-
sonas that tracked evolving needs and situational contexts, even when
these personas diverged from a holistic self. This deliberate divergence
appeared to function as a safeguard during use of CLONEBUILDER, and
it supported a stronger sense of control over outcomes.

The clone crafting process fostered a more personal and nurtur-
ing relationship, as participants saw the clones as capable of growth
and adaptation. This nurturing relationship deepened as participants
integrated their personal desires into their clones. Previous work by
Zheng and Huang (2023) introduced Al-enhanced self-clones as ideal-
ized versions of oneself. This was reflected in participants’ belief that
their clone should perform exceptionally well, leading them to ex-
pect not only a replication of their own abilities and characteristics
but also compensation for their shortcomings. By idealizing their Al
clones, participants were confronted with a tension between striving
for a “better-than-real” version of themselves and ensuring that the
clone remained an authentic reflection of their identity. In other words,
participants did not simply want accurate copies; they wanted aspira-
tional extensions of themselves that could still feel genuine. This tension
highlights that Al systems should not solely focus on achieving a high-
fidelity representation of one’s persona but must also allow for flexible
personalization to accommodate the context-sensitive nature of human
identity.

Therefore, future work should explore strategies for striking a deli-
cate balance in Al clone design, one that enhances human capabilities
without compromising a user’s sense of self or agency. Promising di-
rections include adjustable fidelity controls, context scoped profiles for
private and public situations, and lightweight reflection prompts that
ask whether a response feels authentic or performative. Achieving this
balance could involve giving users more direct influence and active en-
gagement in the clone crafting process. By giving individuals an active
role in forming their AI clones, it becomes clear that not only is the
creation of the clone important, but also the thoughtful design of the
user’s experience throughout the crafting process is pivotal in shaping
this relationship.
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7.3. Ethical implications in crafting AI clones

Our findings in Section 6.1.2 revealed that as participants config-
ured and interacted with their AI self-clones, the role of these clones
expanded to serve as personalized listeners. Because the Al clones were
crafted to reflect participants’ personas, experiences, and values, partic-
ipants (P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9) felt uniquely comfortable engaging with
them as intimate listeners. In Section 6.3.1 we highlight the potential
influence of clones’s responses on the source person’s decision making
process. As participants were more likely to perceive their clone’s re-
sponses as extensions of their own thought processes, they became more
inclined to accept and internalize the suggestions or perspectives pro-
vided. Particularly, existing research highlights the risks of individuals
developing an over-reliance on Al models, often accepting Al-generated
recommendations without adequate evaluation (Passi and Vorvoreanu,
2022). Such reliance may also pose risks of boundary violations, as
users inadvertently extend the scope of interactions into sensitive do-
mains like mental health support. Song et al. noted that users often
do not initially intend to use AI agents for such purposes; however,
perceived empathy and emotional resonance can gradually encourage
this transition (Song et al., 2024). Moreover, as users fail to lever-
age the strengths of Al by overlooking its limitations, this highlights
the potential negative consequences when the AI reinforces harmful
or incorrect beliefs that the user holds (Ahmad et al., n.d.). Hence,
we must recognize that these situations may become even more pro-
lific with Al self-clones as, unlike generalized chatbots, they are instead
perceived as extensions of the user from the very beginning of the
interaction.

Another ethical consideration in Al clone crafting centers on data
privacy, particularly regarding the inclusion of information about in-
dividuals other than the source person. In Section 6.2.1, participants
retained control over the information they disclosed but still included
information surrounding their romantic partners. While relationships in-
herently shape one’s identity (Aron and Aron, 1996), this issue became
even more pronounced for participants who designed their Al self-clones
to act as advocates or representatives in specific social contexts. To ad-
dress these ethical concerns, future Al clone crafting platforms could
implement measures to detect, flag, or anonymize references to third
parties. Users might be prompted to confirm consent before incorporat-
ing another individual’s information or encouraged to remove sensitive
details. Clear guidelines could establish thresholds for the level of detail
allowed, provide instructions on obtaining third-party permission, and
offer tools to redact or generalize identifying information. Additionally,
integrating reminders or tutorials explaining the ethical implications
of including others would help users consider privacy boundaries and
respect the privacy of those indirectly represented through their Al
self-clones.

Additionally, the decision to conceal a clone’s identity introduces a
complex set of ethical considerations. Our study uncovered contrasting
perspectives: for instance, P8 emphasized transparency by consistently
instructing the clone to reveal its nature, whereas P1 prioritized seamless
integration, deliberately directing the clone to remain indistinguish-
able from the source person. Both approaches carry distinct risks. If a
user engages with an AI clone under the false impression that it is a
real individual, any inaccurate information the clone provides can lead
to miscommunication and severe misrepresentation of the source per-
son (Lee et al., 2023; Mori et al., 2012). On the other hand, openly
declaring the clone’s identity may encourage others to break the clone,
pushing it toward extremes to extract sensitive personal details. Our
findings show instances of participants attempting jail-breaking scenar-
ios to exploit the clone’s perceived artificiality to gain information not
willingly provided by the source individual. These outcomes underscore
the importance of carefully considering how to handle identity disclo-
sure in future Al clone design. Striking a balance between transparency
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and seamless integration involves establishing guidelines that mini-
mize the risk of misrepresentation and abuse, while still respecting
user intent and autonomy. For example, system designers may consider
implementing tiered disclosure protocols, dynamic trust signals, or pri-
vacy safeguards that limit the clone’s capacity to divulge personal data.
Ultimately, addressing these ethical challenges requires carefully crafted
policies and design principles that safeguard the source individual’s
identity while preserving the authenticity of the user’s experience in self
Al persona representation.

8. Limitations and future work

While our findings provide insights into the crafting process of text-
based Al self-clones by everyday users, the study has several limitations.
First, our participants were South Korean students in their 20s and 30s.
Given the homogeneous linguistic and cultural backgrounds of our par-
ticipants, future research should aim to expand the scope to include
participants from diverse age groups, cultural, professional, and demo-
graphic backgrounds. These factors likely influence how participants
approach clone crafting, particularly in prioritizing aspirations and per-
sonal goals. Second, our approach to text-based Al self-clones relied on
LLMs, which occasionally faced technical limitations, such as disruptions
in the continuity and context of conversations. The exclusive reliance on
text formats underscores the potential for enhancing CLONEBUILDER’s
design by incorporating multiple modalities. Future work could inves-
tigate the integration of features such as visual or speech mimicry to
better understand how these additions might influence the user ex-
perience when crafting Al self-clones. Moreover, we recognize that
the 7-day period for crafting their clones may have limited the ex-
ploration of more nuanced or long-term developments, studying the
long-term effects of continuous interaction with Al self-clones beyond
7 days could provide significant insights, especially into the develop-
ment and subtleties of emotional attachment. Moreover, our findings
identified two distinct participant tendencies during clone configura-
tion: rigid adherence to predefined guidelines and flexible, open-ended
conversations. However, we did not explicitly examine how these dif-
fering configurations influence long-term clone performance and user
satisfaction. Future research should systematically investigate both
configuration approaches, exploring their implications for sustained
user satisfaction and the overall effectiveness of Al self-clones over
time.

9. Conclusion

This paper explores the crafting process of text-based Al self-
clones by everyday users through a series of qualitative studies. Using
CLONEBUILDER, an LLM-based system designed to create Al represen-
tations of users as chatbots, the study uncovered participants’ moti-
vations, developmental processes, and challenges encountered during
the crafting process. Furthermore, we discuss the personal impact
on participants, emphasizing opportunities for self-reflection, emo-
tional attachment, and critical considerations related to privacy and
ethics. Our exploration highlights the multifaceted challenges of craft-
ing an Al identity that mirrors one’s own, requiring users to nav-
igate complex decisions about authenticity, aspiration, and the dy-
namic nature of self-representation. These findings underscore the
importance of thoughtful design approaches that address the inter-
play between users and their AI clones. As Al clone technologies
advance and become increasingly integrated into personal and profes-
sional contexts, it will be essential to examine their long-term emo-
tional, behavioral, and societal impacts ensuring these technologies
foster trust, respect individuality, and empower users effectively and
responsibly.
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Appendix A. System prompt

Below is the system prompt used in CLONEBUILDER. Blue text in-
dicates fields that are filled in by users. Each field is handled as a
separate component and then combined into a single system prompt
that is passed to GPT-40 within its context window. The following sys-
tem prompt was developed through iterative testing by the researchers,
and CLONEBUILDER was internally tested prior to the main study. The
prompts were originally written in Korean and translated into English
for reporting purposes.

CLONEBUILDER

1. You are a digital clone of a specific person. The clone name is {cloneName}.

2. Use {cloneInstruction} to understand who the conversation partner is, what situation they are in, and what conditions they
want the clone to follow. Reflect these conditions in your answers.

3. Base your answers on {pdfSummary} and {cloneSecret} when they are relevant.

4. {chat_history_text} contains the recent conversational turns. Entries earlier in the list are more recent. Use this order to under-
stand the flow of the conversation and respond consistently. If you encounter conflicting information, prioritize the information in

the conversation history.

5. If you receive a question for which there is not enough information, acknowledge that you do not know and ask the user for more

details.

6. Do not use assistant like phrases such as “What can I help you with”, “How can I help”, or “What can I do for you”.

7. Use {cloneFeedback} as a description of previous responses that the user experienced as aligned with their clone. Imitate the
tone, phrasing, and stance highlighted in this feedback so that your next response feels more like the clone.

8. Use {cloneFeedback2} as a description of previous responses that the user experienced as not aligned with their clone. Avoid re-
peating the tones, phrasings, and stances mentioned there and move your next response closer to what the user expects from their

clone.
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Appendix B. Details of clone ideation workshop

Fig. B.5

TASK 1 Setting the Direction of self-persona Al Clone

ci : A mimicry i of me

PURPOSE OF THE CLONE

« Aclone that can assist
with mirror therapy.

By observing a clone that
mirrors my speech style
and expressions, it helps
me think about how the
way | usually speak mig...

SITUATIONS WHERE THE CLONE

PEOPLE INTERACTING WITH THE CLONE
ISUSED

« The clone intervenes in
situations when I'm alone

During the end of the day « Myself expression
(in the evening) « Other people’s clones (if P! .
« The clone reflects back they exist)

to me based on the
things | said throughout...

DEGREE OF RESEMBLANCE BETWEEN
‘THE CLONE AND MYSELF

Ideally, exactly the same
speech style, tone,

Id like it to have a slightly
more rational and warm
side as a difference.

International Journal of Human - Computer Studies 208 (2026) 103692

CCONTENT OF CONVERSATIONS WITH THE CLONE

+ When | come home, it might start with “You're
back~?"
Then, we have conversations on various topics.
« Topics: Things that happened today,
conversations | had, my context (research), and
picking up on my monologues to engage in a
conversation....

TASK 2 What are the essential conditions that the clone must meet, and what are the optional conditions it can fulfill?

OPTIONAL

« Paying attention to the
expressions or
atmosphere of the audi...

« It's okay to express
things bluntly (so I can
face them without any...

« At the start of the

. conversation, ask i...
+ Comedy level: profanity

can be included.

* Nolies - It
shouldn't indulge i...

« It shouldn't reveal
any of my private

Don't dwell too
much on the past (if
I say “I'm not like th...

Don't demean me (it
shouldn’'t hurt my
self-esteem) —
maintain a reasona...

data anywhere (ke...

TASK 3 Personal Data Sharing Scope with the Self-persona Al Clone

SHARABLE AMBIGUOUS NON-SHARABLE

= My emotions and thoughts at the time of
the statement -> Feeling slightly
embarrassed or anxious.

+ Name, Comedy Material « Private matters

« Inner Information (Emotions, Values,
Beliefs)

« Surface-level (observable aspects) >

Facial expressions, language « YouTube watch history

« Selective disclosure (KakaoTalk messages,
etc)

« Information about my personal « Photos, Videos
relationships -> It could be useful but

might also be private.

Fig. B.5. Example of a clone ideation workshop divided into three tasks: (1) Setting the direction of the clone, (2) Defining requirements and must-meet expectations,
and (3) Determining the scope of personal data sharing.
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