arXiv:2206.10273v1 [cs.HC] 21 Jun 2022

Embrace your incompetence! Designing appropriate CUI communication through an ecological approach

Sophie Becker

University College Dublin Dublin, Ireland sophie.becker@ucdconnect.ie

Philip R. Doyle

University College Dublin Dublin, Ireland philip.doyle1@ucdconnect.ie

Justin Edwards

University College Dublin Dublin, Ireland justin.edwards@ucdconnect.ie

ABSTRACT

People form impressions of their dialogue partners, be they other people or machines, based on cues drawn from their communicative style. Recent work has suggested that the gulf between people’s expectations and the reality of CUI interaction widens when these impressions are misaligned with the actual capabilities of conversational user interfaces (CUIs). This has led some to rally against a perceived overriding concern for naturalness, calling instead for more representative, or appropriate communicative cues. Indeed, some have argued for a move away from naturalness as a goal for CUI design and communication. We contend that naturalness need not be abandoned, if we instead aim for ecologically grounded design. We also suggest a way this might be achieved and call on CUI designers to embrace incompetence! By letting CUIs express uncertainty and embarrassment through ecologically valid and appropriate cues that are ubiquitous in human communication - CUI designers can achieve more appropriate communication without turning away from naturalness entirely.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Human-centered computing → User studies; Natural language interfaces; HCI theory, concepts and models.

KEYWORDS

speech interfaces, conversational user interfaces, appropriateness, naturalness, uncertainty

ACM Reference Format:

Sophie Becker, Philip R. Doyle, and Justin Edwards. 2022. Embrace your incompetence! Designing appropriate CUI communication through an ecological approach. In 4th Conference on Conversational User Interfaces (CUI 2022), July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 5 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3543829.3544531

1 INTRODUCTION

Conversational User Interface (CUI) research has readily identified a sense of weirdness and artificiality about socio-cognitive aspects of human-machine dialogue (HMD) interaction [24, 26, 38], along

Permission to make digital or hard copies of part or all of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for third-party components of this work must be honored. For all other uses, contact the owner/author(s). CUI 2022, July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom © 2022 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-9739-1/22/07. https://doi.org/10.1145/3543829.3544531

with a general dissatisfaction with usability and the user experience [4, 26, 35, 37]. Indeed, the acuteness of dissatisfaction some users experience is often said to result from a gulf between their expectations for the interaction and the realities of the way current widely adopted CUIs function and behave [19, 37]. Closing the gap between expectation and reality would significantly improve CUI interactions for millions of people who currently use them, but this is not an easy task. Recently a growing body of work has advocated for increased focus on appropriateness in CUI design. Predominantly this revolves around the notion of designing systems with appropriate levels of human-likeness, though fundamentally the idea is that a system’s features such as name, voice and communicative style should be congruent with its actual capabilities [40]. That is, to design systems that behave in a way that might be expected from an advanced machine that can talk, rather than mimicking dialogue behaviours seen in human-human dialogue (HHD) [5, 6]. This is intended to shift the focus from designing styles of communication that seem natural - a sometimes myopic goal, particularly in synthesis development - toward designing appropriate ones [5, 6, 34]. Essentially, this places appropriateness and naturalness at odds; competing design goals aimed at shaping the path to improved CUI user experiences.

Here, we build on these ideas and propose an alternative approach: ecological design, an approach that leverages the most natural and intuitive aspects of the way people speak in HHD, whilst always remaining cognizant about the nature of the dynamic (i.e., humans and machines working collaboratively through dialogue) and the expectations that stem from this. One way this might be achieved is by developing systems that are designed to embrace their incompetence. We argue that errors in communication are perfectly natural between humans and need not be treated as a phenomenon unique to dialogue with machines. Instead, we contend that machines can and should signal their capacity for error just like humans do, pursuing appropriateness not by abandoning naturalness, but by embracing a type of context appropriate naturalness: an ecologically grounded design approach.

2 PARTNER MODELS AND AUDIENCE DESIGN IN HUMAN-MACHINE DIALOGUE

Research into human conversation suggests that people adapt their speech and language choices in dialogue based on the perceived communicative competence and social relevance of their dialogue partner [3, 11, 12, 15]. Essentially, it is argued that people make informal hypotheses about their partner’s communicative abilities and tendencies based on stereotypical assumptions drawn from superficial cues (i.e., age, ethnicity, gender, etc.) [11, 12]. Then, following exposure to a given partner, they develop a more nuanced

CUI 2022, July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom Sophie Becker, Philip R. Doyle, and Justin Edwards

heuristic or mental model of their interlocutor’s capabilities [12]. In psycholinguistics these are referred to as partner models, which are said to support successful communication by guiding a speaker toward appropriate language choices for a given partner [11, 12]. As such, partner modelling is closely associated with concepts like perspective taking and audience design [7], whereby speakers adopt an allocentric and empathetic stance, tailoring their speech for a specific audience (person or group).

Partner modelling effects on language production have been shown in both HHD and HMD. For the most part, partner modelling work in HMD has revolved around the impact of partner models on the phenomenon of alignment, whereby people converge on the same speech and language behaviours in dialogue. Here it has been shown that when people perceive their partner to be a ‘poor’ or ‘at risk’ [11, 46, 48] dialogue partner – such as when speaking to a machine compared to a human [11], or when speaking to a less advanced systems [48] – they tend to align more strongly at prosodic [8, 47] and lexical levels [9, 11]. Previous work has also highlighted the importance of perceived knowledge states [21] and intelligence [3, 37] in HMD when forming impressions about what systems are and what they can do. More recent work has looked to identify the underlying dimensions of partner models in HMD. This work has highlighted the importance of perceived competence and dependability, perceived human-likeness and perceived flexibility in communication [25] when evaluating systems as a distinct type of dialogue partner. Collectively the work shows that CUI design features such as a human-like voice [22, 40], word choices [23], behaviours and dialogue strategies [3, 7] can impact partner models for speech interfaces and subsequent interaction behaviour.

Indeed, interacting with a speech interface intentionally designed to seem human-like leads users to develop a different partner model than when interacting with a device designed to seem machinelike. Further, this has non-trivial implications for successful CUI interaction, particularly when the mismatch between component parts of the system is particularly large. Specifically, CUIs with human-like features such as high quality human-sounding voices and human-like names tend to lead people to believe a system is more communicatively capable than current systems prove to be [22, 25]. Initially this might lead people to use language intuitively, as if speaking to another person, however, this is quickly revealed as being overly complex and inappropriate for the system [37, 41]. This mechanism - that people form partner models and use them to choose their strategies for interactions with machines - is crucial in understanding why setting proper expectations matters and, in a general sense, how doing so might improve CUI interactions.

3 APPROPRIATE EXPECTATIONS

Conversational user interfaces, particularly those that use speech, are generally poor at supporting social conversation, and cannot keep up with the complexity, interactivity or dexterity of free-flowing human speech [19, 26]. Instead, they are better equipped for simple, reactive, question-answer interactions [19, 21, 26, 50]. Yet, voice assistants are consistently and overtly designed, and indeed marketed, to imply a heightened sense of intelligence and social relevance, largely by mimicking and/or simulating human-likeness.

Systems evaluations have also been largely driven by notions of ‘naturalness’ [6]; in no small part because MOS-X, a questionnaire for measuring perceived naturalness of speech synthesis, is one of the few relatively widely used tools of this nature in HMD research [49]. In a sense, the concern with naturalness in speech synthesis design has bled into discussions about conversational design. Because humans perceive other humans to be more conversationally competent than machines, a CUI that emphasises humanlikeness by design may unintentionally lead a user to believe the system is capable of advanced conversation; or at least behave as if the system is [42, 44]. Here, an inflated perception of humanlikeness, stemming from features other than conversational competence, might contribute to the user developing an inaccurate partner model for that system. Indeed, designing systems with humanlike characteristics that are incongruous with system capability could be described as a design fault that provides users with a poor conceptual model of system capabilities from which to develop their own mental model, undermining the chances of communicative success also.

This creates what Norman described as the gulf between evaluation and execution [45]. Not only do misaligned partner models create this gulf, but the magnitude of misalignment defines just how wide the gap is [37, 40]. Some suggest the difference between the capabilities of current systems and the polished and professionalsounding human-like voices they use is so stark that it causes critical communication breakdowns leading to very limited use and even abandonment [26, 37, 40]. In terms of updating one’s partner model, this encourages people to draw more polemic evaluations; moving from an impression of a system as a nuanced sophisticated communicator with idiosyncratic communicative tendencies, to being viewed as little more than a glorified paperweight. The mismatch is also known to create dissonance for users [35, 37], which is cognitively burdensome and creates a frustrating user experience. Ultimately if an interlocutor has the capabilities of a computer but sounds like a human, a user will enter the interaction treating the device like it is equipped to understand human conversation only to experience disappointment when it cannot do what they were primed to expect, and helps to explain the abandonment of CUIs even by those who initially felt eager to use them [37].

To address this gulf, recent research has suggested the concept of voice appropriateness: that the style of communication used by a CUI should match the functional capabilities of a given interface [5, 6, 34, 40] . Although the design of voice agents like Google Duplex [2] have continued to pursue increasingly natural and competent-sounding human-like voices, the concept of voice appropriateness interrogates whether this is the best decision for facilitating successful user interactions. Here it is suggested that by using a voice that is congruent with communicative competence the voice can be used to manage expectations by correctly signalling system functionality to the user [5, 11, 21, 40, 41]. Similar enquiries in the field of robotics have demonstrated that robots designed to accurately portray their behavioural capabilities are better received by people than robots which appear to have more advanced human-like capabilities than they actually possess [39]. Recent work has argued that CUI voices might instead pursue “the right kind of unnatural” voice [6], that they should sound robotic

Embrace your incompetence! CUI 2022, July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom

yet understandable in order to indicate genuine system functionality [40]. Likewise, recent work has suggested that non-human-like synthesized voices can help to achieve this goal [34]. Approaches like these, which move away from earlier concerns with ‘naturalness’ seek to foster the development of a more accurate partner model from the initial interaction, avoiding mismatched expectations and disappointment.

A move away from naturalness has proved to be a somewhat provocative suggestion, in part because it seems to be fundamentally at odds with people’s preferences. Early work on HMD communication preferences by Nass and Lee observed evidence of a similarity-attraction effect, whereby people prefer interacting with speech systems that sound like themselves rather than like someone else or like a robot [43]. Designing for human-likeness can also facilitate comfort and rapport building in situations where forming a bond and building trust are important, such as in healthcare, education, or social programs [18], and can act as a strong initial enticement for people to adopt speech interfaces in the first place [37]. Likewise, as previously discussed, degree of human-likeness is also a key factor in how people form their partner models of dialogue partners in HMD [25].

While a growing body of research has revealed that human-like language can create feelings of distrust during a CUI interaction [18, 19, 26, 41], much of this work fails to disentangle the communication style from the communication aims. People use CUIs in order to complete a specific objective - for low-stakes tasks, for retrieving factual information, and for making multi-tasking or hands-free interactions easier [4, 24, 27, 37]. Because people view their interactions with these systems in functional terms, they are generally not interested in building a two-way relationship with them [16]. Rather, the conversational agent is seen as a tool for accomplishing their task, and social interaction with the device is not their primary aim [18]. In this way, small talk, humor, and mimicry of human-likeness that fails to contribute to a functional objective feels unnecessary and unwarranted [19, 24, 26], even unnatural for the given context. We should not overreact to this evidence and throw the champagne out with the cork however. Naturalness without functionality feels inappropriate, yes, but this alone does not mean that naturalness is inappropriate. Instead, we propose a different approach for setting appropriate expectations. We believe that naturalness and appropriateness can co-exist if we allow CUIs to embrace their incompetence!

Essentially, by combining naturalness and appropriateness as the emphasis behind design efforts, we argue for ecological design that: appreciates and reflects perceptions of CUIs as a distinct type of dialogue partner with idiosyncratic communicative tendencies; strives for congruence between a system’s component parts; is cognizant of the contexts systems are used in; and thus signals an appropriate conceptual model of system functionality and competence to users. We propose embracing incompetence as one way that this might be achieved.

4 EMBRACING INCOMPETENCE

It is clear that interactions with CUIs are not perfect. CUIs are prone to a variety of errors, ranging from misunderstanding what a person said, to misinterpreting the person’s intent, to delivering inappropriate responses [13]. But this is not unique to HMD. Human dialogue partners can and frequently do experience just the same problem states as CUIs [17]. To commit conversational errors is not unnatural, but in the pursuit of ‘naturalness’ in CUI design conversational errors are largely overlooked. Indeed, when it comes to improving the conversational efficacy of systems, errors are treated as if they are to be avoided at all costs. This is evidenced in the rush among large technology companies to declare the lowest word error rates, with some proudly declaring figures as low a 6.3% [1]; despite concerns about the environments these tests are conducted in and the lack of transparency in how figures are calculated [52]. Designers have also been hesitant to introduce clear error messages that define why an error or miscommunication has occurred, instead opting for relatively ambiguous statements like Siri’s, “I’m sorry I don’t know that one”. Perhaps the intent is to trivialise or downplay system fallibility, but the consequence of this approach is poor discoverability and poor understanding of the system’s knowledge and processing state; issues that are never more acute in HMD than when miscommunication occurs.

Conversations are messy and conversational incompetence is a perfectly natural phenomenon. Appropriately setting expectations for it can be achieved through subtle reductions in speech synthesis quality that can in fact improve usability in certain contexts [41]. Yet this high-realism type of naturalness in speech is not the sort of polished and confident communicators that CUI developers strive to deliver. Natural speech is riddled with markers of errors like disfluency [20, 36] which listeners can pick up on and use to set appropriate expectations about their dialogue partner [14]]; whereas these cues are stripped away from most synthesized voices, leaving users to interpret an absence of incompetence markers as an absence of incompetence, which is in stark contrast to their interaction experiences.

It is not inappropriate naturalness, we argue, that causes the gulf in expectations, but instead inappropriate, inconsistent and ill-defined applications of naturalness that are decidedly unnatural. People signal conversational incompetence – uncertainty or embarrassment about potential errors – through a variety of verbal and nonverbal cues in HHD. We package together embarrassment and uncertainty here as markers of conversational incompetence insofar as uncertainty in conversation is seen as an attitude in which a speaker is appraising the likelihood of error, whereas embarrassment is an emotional reaction to that appraisal [28]. The aforementioned disfluencies, including hesitations, prolongations, and filled pauses like “um” and “uh” [36] have been estimated as affecting approximately 6% of words uttered in HHD [29]. Some linguists even argue that these filled pauses ought to be considered meaningful words of their own right, as speakers use them to convey particular messages which listeners readily interpret [16]. Among other communicative purposes, these fillers can communicate embarrassment in HHD, which can also be communicated with laughter filling the pause [30]. Likewise, fillers and pauses are recognizable indicators of uncertainty in audio-only HHD, while smiles and funny faces can serve the same purpose as laughter when a listener can see the speaker’s face [51]. Indeed some research indicates that these sorts of facial gestures can be even stronger indicators of uncertainty than verbal cues like tone and word choice [10]. Uncertainty can further be signalled by syntax as well, with

CUI 2022, July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom Sophie Becker, Philip R. Doyle, and Justin Edwards

the conditional mood (e.g. “I would like to say that . . . ”), modal verbs (e.g. “might”), and tag-questions (e.g. “isn’t it?”) [54]. This multitude of cues we have in HHD for signalling our conversational incompetence, setting the appropriate expecation that error may occur, allows us to prepare the listener for errors directly in natural language, a communicative function largely absent in CUIs.

Of course, communicative competence is also an important dimension of user perceptions in HMD [11, 25] and we are not suggesting a high error rate should just be accepted as ’good enough’. Instead we suggest a degree of incompetence can be signalled very subtly without significant disruption to the user achieving their goals. Some research on synthesized speech has already begun to demonstrate the viability of subtle makers of uncertainty in HMD. One study on perceptions of uncertainty with synthesized voices found that disfluencies like those in HHD can likewise cue human listeners to perceive a synthetic voice as sounding uncertain [53]. Additionally, research on both English and German synthetic voices has found that prosodic qualities of the voices such as pronunciation and vocal effort level also have significant impact on human listeners’ and perceived uncertainty in those voices [31, 53]. Other work in this area indicates that particular lexical cues of uncertainty, words like “well” and “right”, are more impactful than prosodic cues in signalling uncertainty with synthesized speech [32], but both types of cues together express uncertainty even more strongly [33]. It is worth noting that studies that introduce these markers of uncertainty into synthesized speech have not found differences in perceived naturalness between synthesized voices with or without these cues [33] nor between synthesized speech and human speech with the same markers [55]. This evidence combines to deliver a key insight: CUIs can reliably communicate uncertainty, and doing so does not make the CUI or the interaction with it seem less natural to its dialogue partner.

We therefore see embracing incompetence - signalling embarrassment and/or uncertainty - as a promising avenue for setting appropriate expectations in conversation without entirely abandoning naturalness as a design goal. We merely suggest that natural features of human conversation are incorporated in a system and context sympathetic fashion: appropriate naturalness, or better again, an ecologically conscious approach. Indeed, the multitude of cues available to all sorts of CUIs - text based, voiced, and embodied - mean that CUIs, just like humans, can become masters of subtly expressing incompetence. Not just in a binary way, but in a multifaceted and subtly nuanced spectrum between confident certainty and humiliated bewilderment.

5 CONCLUSION

The CUI community has recognized a fundamental problem in how CUI users perceive CUIs resulting from a mismatch between the efficacy of their component parts. Calls for addressing appropriateness in the design of CUI communication styles have been wellfounded, rooted in our understanding of how we perceive dialogue partners, and offer non-trivial usability benefits in certain contexts [40]. But recent suggestions about how to improve appropriateness which seek to move away from naturalness potentially misdiagnose the problem. They might also be circumvented by our tendency to anthropomorphize all manner of objects. It is not the case that CUIs have come to communicate too naturally, in a way that belies how unnatural they are in function. Instead, CUI design has failed to embrace their inherent incompetencies. Failure to give signals about uncertainty, embarrassment, or confusion has led users to interpret CUIs as signalling confidence, certainty, and competence. This highly unnatural mismatch contributes to significant usability issues due to the gap between user expectations and reality. We call for CUIs to embrace their incompetence, making their communication style simultaneously both more natural and more appropriate. In essence more ecologically valid. This approach, adding communicative signals rather than changing or removing signals, is available to CUIs of all sorts: text-based, voicebased, or embodied; task-oriented or open-domain; new prototypes or established commercial products. By embracing incompetence, CUIs add honest signals to communication, making that communication more appropriately aligned with the system’s capabilities and more like natural human-human dialogue rather than forcing developers to choose one aim or the other.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was conducted with the financial support of the ADAPT SFI Research Centre at University College Dublin. The ADAPT SFI Centre for Digital Content Technology is funded by Science Foundation Ireland through the SFI Research Centres Programme and is co-funded under the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) through Grant # 13/RC/2106_P2.

REFERENCES

[1] 2016. Microsoft researchers achieve speech recognition milestone.

https://blogs.microsoft.com/ai/microsoft-researchers-achieve-speech-recognition-milestone/#sm.01ny8zfu122keqx103m2j5pa2aoeg [2] 2018. Google duplex: an ai system for accomplishing real-world tasks over the phone. http://ai.googleblog.com/2018/05/duplex-ai-system-for-natural-conversation.html [3] René Amalberti, Noëlle Carbonell, and Pierre Falzon. 1993. User representations of computer systems in human-computer speech interaction. International Journal of Man-Machine Studies 38, 4 (April 1993), 547–566. https://doi.org/10.1006/imms.1993.1026 [4] Tawfiq Ammari, Jofish Kaye, Janice Y Tsai, and Frank Bentley. 2019. Music, Search, and IoT: How People (Really) Use Voice Assistants. ACM Trans. Comput. Hum. Interact. 26, 3 (2019), 17–1.

[5] Matthew P Aylett, Benjamin R Cowan, and Leigh Clark. 2019. Siri, echo and performance: You have to suffer darling. In Extended Abstracts of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1–10.

[6] Matthew P Aylett, Selina Jeanne Sutton, and Yolanda Vazquez-Alvarez.2019. The right kind of unnatural: designing a robot voice. In Proceedings of the 1st International Conference on Conversational User Interfaces. 1–2.

[7] Allan Bell. 1984. Language style as audience design. Language in society 13, 2 (1984), 145–204.

[8] Allan Bell and Andy Gibson. 2011. Staging language: An introduction to the sociolinguistics of performance. Journal of Sociolinguistics 15, 5 (2011), 555–572.

[9] Kirsten Bergmann, Holly P Branigan, and Stefan Kopp. 2015. Exploring the alignment space–lexical and gestural alignment with real and virtual humans. Frontiers in ICT 2 (2015), 7.

[10] Joan Borràs-Comes and Paolo Roseano. 2011. Perceiving uncertainty: facial gestures, intonation, and lexical choice. Proceedings of the 2nd Conference on Gesture and Speech in Interaction (GESPIN 2011). (2011), 5.

[11] Holly P. Branigan, Martin J. Pickering, Jamie Pearson, Janet F. McLean, and Ash Brown. 2011. The role of beliefs in lexical alignment: Evidence from dialogs with humans and computers. Cognition 121, 1 (Oct. 2011), 41–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.05.011 [12] Susan E. Brennan, Alexia Galati, and Anna K. Kuhlen. 2010. Chapter 8 - Two Minds, One Dialog: Coordinating Speaking and Understanding. In Psychology of Learning and Motivation, Brian H. Ross (Ed.). The Psychology of Learning and Motivation: Advances in Research and Theory, Vol. 53. Academic Press, 301–344. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-7421(10)53008-1

Embrace your incompetence! CUI 2022, July 26–28, 2022, Glasgow, United Kingdom

[13] Susan E. Brennan and Eric A. Hulteen. 1995. Interaction and feedback in a

spoken language system: A theoretical framework. Knowledge-based Systems 8 (1995), 143–151.

[14] Susan E. Brennan and Michael F. Schober. 2001. How Listeners Compensate for

Disfluencies in Spontaneous Speech. Journal of Memory and Language 44, 2 (Feb. 2001), 274–296. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2000.2753 [15] Herbert H Clark. 1996. Using language. Cambridge university press. [16] Herbert H Clark. 2002. Using uh and um in spontaneous speaking. Cognition 84,

1 (May 2002), 73–111. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-0277(02)00017-3 [17] Herbert H Clark and Edward F Schaefer. 1987. Collaborating on contributions

to conversations. Language and cognitive processes 2, 1 (1987), 19–41. [18] Leigh Clark, Philip Doyle, Diego Garaialde, Emer Gilmartin, Stephan Schlögl,

Jens Edlund, Matthew Aylett, João Cabral, Cosmin Munteanu, Justin Edwards, and Benjamin R Cowan. 2019. The State of Speech in HCI: Trends, Themes and Challenges. Interacting with Computers (Sept. 2019), iwz016. https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwz016 [19] Leigh Clark, Cosmin Munteanu, Vincent Wade, Benjamin R. Cowan, Nadia Pantidi, Orla Cooney, Philip Doyle, Diego Garaialde, Justin Edwards, Brendan Spillane, Emer Gilmartin, and Christine Murad. 2019. What Makes a Good Conversation?: Challenges in Designing Truly Conversational Agents. In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - CHI ’19. ACM Press, Glasgow, Scotland Uk, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300705 [20] Martin Corley and Oliver W. Stewart. 2008. Hesitation Disfluencies in Spontaneous Speech: The Meaning of um. Language and Linguistics Compass 2, 4 (July 2008), 589–602. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2008.00068.x [21] Benjamin R Cowan and Holly Branigan. 2017. They Know as Much as We Do:

Knowledge Estimation and Partner Modelling of Artificial Partners. Proceedings of CogSci ’17 (2017), 6.

[22] Benjamin R. Cowan, Holly P. Branigan, Mateo Obregón, Enas Bugis, and

Russell Beale. 2015. Voice anthropomorphism, interlocutor modelling and alignment effects on syntactic choices in human-computer dialogue. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 83 (Nov. 2015), 27–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2015.05.008 [23] Benjamin R Cowan, Philip Doyle, Justin Edwards, Diego Garaialde, Ali Hayes-

Brady, Holly P Branigan, João Cabral, and Leigh Clark. 2019. What’s in an accent? The impact of accented synthetic speech on lexical choice in humanmachine dialogue. In Proceedings of the 1st International Conference on Conversational User Interfaces. 1–8.

[24] Benjamin R Cowan, Nadia Pantidi, David Coyle, Kellie Morrissey, Peter Clarke,

Sara Al-Shehri, David Earley, and Natasha Bandeira. 2017. " What can i help you with?" infrequent users’ experiences of intelligent personal assistants. In Proceedings of the 19th International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services. 1–12.

[25] Philip R Doyle, Leigh Clark, and Benjamin R. Cowan. 2021. What Do We

See in Them? Identifying Dimensions of Partner Models for Speech Interfaces Using a Psycholexical Approach. In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Yokohama Japan, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445206 [26] Philip R. Doyle, Justin Edwards, Odile Dumbleton, Leigh Clark, and Benjamin R.

Cowan. 2019. Mapping Perceptions of Humanness in Intelligent Personal Assistant Interaction. In Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Human- Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services - MobileHCI ’19. ACM Press, Taipei, Taiwan, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3338286.3340116 [27] Mateusz Dubiel, Martin Halvey, and Leif Azzopardi. 2018. A Survey Investigating Usage of Virtual Personal Assistants. arXiv:1807.04606 [cs] (July 2018). http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.04606 arXiv: 1807.04606.

[28] Russell H. Fazio and Michael A. Olson. 2007. Attitudes: Foundations,

Functions, and Consequences. In The SAGE Handbook of Social Psychology: Concise Student Edition. SAGE Publications Ltd, London, 123–145. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781848608221 [29] Jean E. Fox Tree. 1995. The effects of false starts and repetitions on the processing of subsequent words in spontaneous speech. Journal of Memory and Language 34, 6 (1995), 709–738. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.1995.1032 Place: Netherlands Publisher: Elsevier Science.

[30] Skyler Hawk, Gerben van Kleef, Agneta Fischer, and Job Schalk. 2009. "Worth

a Thousand Words": Absolute and Relative Decoding of Nonlinguistic Affect Vocalizations. Emotion 9 (July 2009), 293–305. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015178 [31] Angelika Hönemann and Petra Wagner. 2016. Synthesizing Attitudes in German.

Proceedings of the 16th Australasian International Conference on Speech Science and Technology (SST2016) (2016), 4.

[32] Catherine Lai. 2010. What do you mean, you’re uncertain?: the interpretation

of cue words and rising intonation in dialogue. In Interspeech 2010. ISCA, 1413– 1416. https://doi.org/10.21437/Interspeech.2010-429 [33] Eva Lasarcyk, Charlotte Wollermann, Bernhard Schroder, and Ulrich Schade.

2013. On the Modelling of Prosodic Cues in Synthetic Speech – What are the Effects on Perceived Uncertainty and Naturalness? Proceedings of the 10th International Workshop on Natural Language Processing and Cognitive Science (2013),

12. [34] Sébastien Le Maguer and Benjamin R. Cowan. 2021. Synthesizing a Human-like Voice is the Easy Way. In CUI 2021 - 3rd Conference on Conversational User Interfaces (Bilbao (online), Spain) (CUI ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 19, 3 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3469595.3469614 [35] Lucian Leahu, Marisa Cohn, and Wendy March. 2013. How categories come to matter. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors in computing systems. 3331–3334.

[36] Robin J. Lickley. 2015. Fluency and Disfluency. In The Handbook of Speech Production, Melissa A. Redford (Ed.). John Wiley & Sons, Inc, Hoboken, NJ, 445– 474. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118584156.ch20 [37] Ewa Luger and Abigail Sellen. 2016. Like having a really bad PA: the gulf between user expectation and experience of conversational agents. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, 5286– 5297.

[38] Lianne FS Meah and Roger K Moore. 2014. The uncanny valley: A focus on misaligned cues. In International Conference on Social Robotics. Springer, 256– 265.

[39] Roger K Moore. 2015. From talking and listening robots to intelligent communicative machines. Robots That Talk and Listen (2015), 317–335.

[40] Roger K Moore. 2017. Appropriate Voices for Artefacts: Some Key Insights. 1st Int. Workshop on Vocal Interactivity in-and-between Humans, Animals and Robots (2017), 5.

[41] Roger K Moore. 2017. Is spoken language all-or-nothing? Implications for future speech-based human-machine interaction. In Dialogues with Social Robots. Springer, 281–291.

[42] Roger K Moore and Angela Morris. 1992. Experiences collecting genuine spoken enquiries using WOZ techniques. In Speech and Natural Language: Proceedings of a Workshop Held at Harriman, New York, February 23-26, 1992.

[43] Clifford Nass and Kwan Min Lee. 2001. Does computer-synthesized speech manifest personality? Experimental tests of recognition, similarity-attraction, and consistency-attraction. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied 7, 3 (2001), 171–181. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.7.3.171 [44] Clifford Nass, Jonathan Steuer, and Ellen R Tauber. 1994. Computers are social actors. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human factors in computing systems. ACM, 72–78.

[45] Don Norman. 2013. The design of everyday things: Revised and expanded edition.

Basic books.

[46] Sharon Oviatt, Jon Bernard, and Gina-Anne Levow. 1998. Linguistic Adaptations During Spoken and Multimodal Error Resolution. Language and Speech 41, 3-4 (July 1998), 419–442. https://doi.org/10.1177/002383099804100409 [47] Sharon Oviatt, Courtney Darves, and Rachel Coulston. 2004. Toward adaptive conversational interfaces: Modeling speech convergence with animated personas. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction (TOCHI) 11, 3 (2004), 300–328.

[48] Jamie Pearson, Jiang Hu, Holly P Branigan, Martin J Pickering, and Clifford I Nass. 2006. Adaptive language behavior in HCI: how expectations and beliefs about a system affect users’ word choice. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human Factors in computing systems. 1177–1180.

[49] Melanie D Polkosky and James R Lewis. 2003. Expanding the MOS: Development and psychometric evaluation of the MOS-R and MOS-X. International Journal of Speech Technology 6, 2 (2003), 161–182.

[50] Martin Porcheron, Joel E. Fischer, Stuart Reeves, and Sarah Sharples. 2018. Voice Interfaces in Everyday Life. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - CHI ’18. ACM Press, Montreal QC, Canada, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174214 [51] Marc Swerts and Emiel Krahmer. 2005. Audiovisual prosody and feeling of knowing. Journal of Memory and Language 53, 1 (2005), 81–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2005.02.003 Place: Netherlands Publisher: Elsevier Science.

[52] Piotr Szymański, Piotr Żelasko, Mikolaj Morzy, Adrian Szymczak, Marzena Żyła-Hoppe, Joanna Banaszczak, Lukasz Augustyniak, Jan Mizgajski, and Yishay Carmiel. 2020. WER we are and WER we think we are. In Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2020. Association for Computational Linguistics, Online, 3290–3295. https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.295 [53] Éva Székely, Joseph Mendelson, and Joakim Gustafson. 2017. Synthesising Uncertainty: The Interplay of Vocal Effort and Hesitation Disfluencies. In Interspeech 2017. ISCA, 804–808. https://doi.org/10.21437/Interspeech.2017-1507 [54] Larisa V Topka. 2013. Situation of Uncertainty: Pragmatic, Semantic, and Syntactic Aspects of Investigation. European Scientific Journal 9, 26 (2013), 10.

[55] Mirjam Wester, Matthew Aylett, Marcus Tomalin, and Rasmus Dall. 2015. Artificial Personality and Disfluency. Interspeech 2015 (2015), 5.