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ABSTRACT

Developing domain-specific conversational agents (CAs) has been challenged by the need for ex-
tensive domain-focused data. Recent advancements in Large Language Models (LLMs) make them
a viable option as a knowledge backbone. LLMs behaviour can be enhanced through prompting,
instructing them to perform downstream tasks in a zero-shot fashion (i.e. without training). To this
end, we incorporated structural knowledge into prompts and used prompted LLMs to build domain-
specific voice-based CAs. We demonstrate this approach for the specific domain of textile circularity
in form of the design, development, and evaluation of TextileBot. We present the design and devel-
opment of the voice agent TextileBot and also the insights from an in-person user study (N=30)
evaluating three variations of TextileBots. We analyse the human-agent interactions, combining
quantitative and qualitative methods. Our results suggest that participants engaged in multi-turn
conversations, and their perceptions of the three variation agents and respective interactions varied
demonstrating the effectiveness of our prompt-based LLM approach. We discuss the dynamics of
these interactions and their implications for designing future voice-based CAs.

The results show that our method’s potential for building domain-specific CAs. Furthermore, most
participants engaged in multi-turn conversations, and their perceptions of the three voice agents and
respective interactions varied demonstrating the effectiveness of our prompt-based LLM approach.
We discuss the dynamics of these interactions and their implications for designing future voice-based
CAs.

1 Introduction

The potential for designing conversational interfaces through the use of pre-trained large language models (LLMs)
has gained substantial attention [106} 48| 56]]. These LLMs possess remarkable capabilities to comprehend human
language, generate text in a human-like way, and execute various tasks with only a few text prompts at run time,
even without any additional training [28} 64} (79, [14} [72]]. A prompt is a piece of text input to the LLM to elicit a
response. For instance, a prompt can be “What is sustainable fashion? Please explain it to a 10-year-old kid.”. This
has significantly lowered the entry barriers for artificial intelligence (AI) access, allowing non-experts to interact with
LLMs through text. However, designing such prompts manually poses a particular challenge, as accurate and concise
encapsulation of the complex, domain-specific knowledge is needed to guide the model towards a specific domain.
This is due to the inherent task-agnostic nature of vanilla LLMs |'| which are not fine-tuned for specific domains.
Additionally, another drawback of pre-trained vanilla LLMs is their lack of conversational memory, which restricts
interactions to a ‘single turn’ mannelﬂ This limitation affects the continuity and depth of user interactions, as these
models cannot recall their previous inputs and outputs.

The human-computer interaction (HCI) community is seeing a rising emphasis on the development of voice-based
conversational agents [95] 9 94, |40]]. Seaborn ef al. found that only 13% of studies in voice-based human-agent

"Vanilla model refers to an LLM without fine-tuning or prompting.
%A one-time exchange between a user and an Al system or another person in a conversation counts as one turn.
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Figure 1: (a) Traditional and (b) LLM-based conversational agents with voice inputs and outputs. The traditional
agent has various components such as NLU, NLG and Dialogue database searching. In contrast, the LLM-based agent
simply uses the database to generate prompts for the LLM, enabling a much simpler and easy-to-develop pipeline.

interaction (VHAI) used an autonomous setup, fully controlled by participants [84]]. This limited adoption is pri-
marily due to the complexity of creating voice agents. The advent of LLMs now enables real-time conversational
interactions with humans, eliminating the necessity for constructing intricate heuristic-based conversation rules from
scratch. In addition, the development of domain-specific conversational agents has long been hindered by data scarcity
[7,151]. Collecting and annotating the data for these agents is an expensive and labour-intensive process that requires
considerable resources [27, [105} [37]]. This has then necessitated exploring cost-effective approaches for developing
domain-specific conversational agents. In essence, we are interested in how to efficiently combine the knowledge in
general-purpose LLMs together with the structural domain knowledge from human experts.

To this end, we introduce an approach that uses LLMs in a zero-shot manner (i.e. without training), coupled with
the knowledge from domain human experts. This approach also facilitates researchers, who may not be Al experts,
in prototyping domain-specific conversational agents. We propose a novel three-phase method designed to transfer
LLMs from task-agnostic to domain-specific voice-based CAs and offer personalized interactions. The first phase
involves the creation of a Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain, a novel prompt generation method. We
prompted LLMs as a knowledge foundation model instead of traditional method in building a dialogue system (see
Figure [T). It eliminates the need for domain-specific data collection while allowing human experts to inject their
structural knowledge into the LLM. The second phase involves a Prompt Refinement strategy that enables LLMs
to interact with users with varying breadth and freedom, providing LLMs with different levels of domain-focusness
and varying conversational styles. Finally, a System Optimization is introduced to facilitate LLMs engaging with
users in continuous interactions, allowing the LLM to retain statefulness with memory, enabling long-last “multi-turn”
conversations. Notably, these phases can be applied individually or in conjunction to boost CA’s design.

To showcase our approach, we present TextileBot, a voice interface that conveys the topic of textiles circularity de-
veloped on a Raspberry Pi. We evaluate TextileBot’s effectiveness through a subjective user study, focusing on a
human-in-the-loop strategy to foster human-centered Al design. Success will be measured by the participants’ ability
to discern the unique CA characteristics crafted through our approach and the system’s proficiency in maintaining
domain-specific, multi-turn conversations. This evaluation integrates both quantitative data and qualitative insights.
Additionally, we uncovered the complex dynamics of these human-agent interactions and explored various facets of
human behaviour, engagement, and responses. Our research address two timely questions: First, while LLMs as
foundation models for general-purpose conversational agents have been studied [[L06) 48 156], their application in cre-
ating domain-specific voice agents is less understood. Second, there is limited understanding of how humans perceive
and interact domain-specific voiced-based CAs powered by prompted LLMs. These knowledge gaps stem from var-
ious intertwined factors including the inherent complexity of natural languages, technical challenges associated with
text-to-speech integration, the ability to handle ambiguity and context in human speech, and the imperative need for
effective user experience design to facilitate seamless and meaningful user interactions with the system [9, [84]]. In
summary, the main contributions of this paper are three-fold:

* We develop a novel three-phase method that enables LLMs to transform from task-agnostic to domain-
specific, adapting different conversational styles and incorporating memory for continues conversation. These
phases can be used individually or in combination, depending on the task at hand.

* We integrate the three-phase method into a design of a domain-specific voice-based device, i.e., TextileBot.
This voice-based agent is custom-designed for the textile circularity domain, facilitating tailored conversa-
tions with consumers regarding circular economy practices within the textile industry.

* We evaluated three variations of TextileBot through in-person interactions to assess our approach’s effec-
tiveness and to better understand user interactions. We analyzed these human-agent interactions, providing



qualitative descriptions and quantitative insights. This analysis aims to inform potential design improvements
in the wider domain of Al-enabled voice interfaces.

2 Background and Related Work

In this section, we explain our rationale for choosing textiles circularity as our applied domain. Following this, we give
an overview of voice-based CAs and related literature focusing on human interaction with traditional heuristics-guided
voice-based CAs. Subsequently, we introduce recent advancements in pre-trained LLMs and HCI research related to
LLMs-mediated interfaces.

2.1 The Domain of Textiles Circularity: A Case for Voice Agents Design

We choose to develop a conversational agent specifically for the textiles circularity domain to demonstrate our method
effectively. Textiles circularity is circular economy for textiles, and it refers to the sustainable practice in the textile
industry where materials are reused, recycled, or biodegraded to minimize waste and reduce environmental impact
[31]. This domain offers diverse information and expertise from various areas, including fashion, home textiles,
supply chain management, materials science, and manufacturing etc. The complexity and diversity of conversations
within this domain make it an ideal choice for showcasing the capabilities of our CA.

Another main reason behind our focus on the textile industry is its significant contribution to global carbon emissions.
In fact, the textile industry alone accounts for 10% of global carbon emissions, which is as much as the combined emis-
sions from international flights and maritime shipping [74]]. This alarming environmental impact highlights the urgent
need for sustainable practices within the sector. The challenge of incorporating circularity, particularly in recycling of
textile fibres into new textile fibres, is complex due to the broad spectrum of knowledge required. We anticipate that
conversational agents, integrated with expert knowledge, will provide a more accessible mean of understanding and
communicating the concept of textile circularity with the general public. We anticipate that this approach could also
be adapted for educational purposes.

Furthermore, CAs are increasingly being utilized in the fashion retail sector for a variety of purposes [5,[10]], offering
significant opportunities to foster socially responsible behaviours. Among these, promoting sustainability communi-
cation as an integral component of business strategies stands out as a notable application [23]. We believe that our
approach can bring social and economic benefits to the textiles circularity domain. For example, the conversational
agent could be situated in a store, offering valuable insights into how consumer clothing choices might affect their
well-being and the environment.

2.2 Domain Specific Conversational Agents

Classic CAs typically comprise Natural Language Understanding (NLU) and Natural Language Generation (NLG)
components, along with a database-driven dialogue management system [5, 51]. This dialogue system design can be
broken down into various building blocks, namely dialogue database, dialogue searching and dialogue management.
Building a dialogue system is a complex task requiring extensive domain knowledge and data. Alternatively, an end-
to-end model can be trained using collected data, although this usually necessitates a large amount of training data
to cover the different possible dialogues when deployed. In these approaches, the development of CAs is normally
impeded by the lack of available data and the cost of annotating it [[65, 32} [7].

This complexity can also hamper research in voice-based human-agent interaction (vHAI). While CA user interface is
a popular topic in the HCI community, studies on domain focused CAs are relatively rare. Thus, this section focuses
on a broader range of voice agents. Seaborn et al. [84] conducted a survey that identified four main methods for
carrying out human voice interaction studies: autonomous setup, semi-autonomous setup, “Wizard of Oz” setup [26],
and conversations under given scenarios - with respective usage rates of 13%, 24%, 27%, and 33%. Notably, just
13% used an autonomous setup — a design where the system can operate without the involvement of an experimenter
and the participants control the interactions. As mentioned earlier, creating fully automated CAs presents technical
challenges (e.g. data scarcity and high monetary cost). These difficulties impede the comprehension of the human-
agent interactions, thereby obstructing the design of effective autonomous CAs [104} [106]]. In addition, the evaluation
of conversational agents is largely performed using crowdworkers [S1]]. These evaluations are also mostly conducted
in non-goal-oriented conversations (a.k.a task-agnostic) [92,|86]]. In our work, we conducted an in-person study where
participants directly controlled the voice agent interaction without mediation from experimenters. Moreover, our
evaluation includes both non-goal-oriented tasks and goal-oriented tasks.



2.2.1 Voice-Based Human-Agent Interaction

This work presents an LLM-mediated voice agent specialized in textiles circularity, designed to operate via a device
designed by ourselves. It’s important to note that this agent differs from conventional voice-based devices such as
Alexa and Google Home, which are categorized as voice assistants (VAs). These voice assistants are not domain-
specific in terms of their scope and functionality [80\ 84]], domain-specific agents focus on specific areas with detailed,
context-aware responses, while VAs provide a wide array of services such as weather updates. Multiple studies suggest
that voice assistants often fail to meet user expectations due to limited understanding or response [24} 42| 9].

Researchers have studied voiced-based human-agent interaction (VHAI) [94} 158} 19} 95, i40]]. Some studies have ex-
plored factors that affected users’ preference between voice and text inputs [94} 169], while others discussed how user
experience might be improved through enriching the personalities of the conversational agent [96, 22,12, 25]. Hoegen
et al. [41] found that voice agents that can conduct naturalistic multi-turn dialogue and are aligned with the partici-
pants’ conversational style will increase user trust. Baughan ez al. [9] used interviews and surveys to understand how
voice assistant failures impact user trust and willingness to rely on them for future tasks. Haas et al. discovered that
users prefer voice assistants to “keep it short” in their responses [38]]. Also, Volkel et al. [95]] presented a rule-based
dialogue design to give voice assistants distinct personalities and asked users to rate their preferences. They found
that there is a connection between user personality traits and their voice assistant preferences. The voice-based agents
used in these studies have primarily followed canonical approaches that are mostly in a “Wizard of Oz” manner, or are
manipulated by human. However, our work stands out as the first endeavour to explore how humans interact with LLM-
mediated voice agents and utilizes prompting techniques to design agents with distinct personas, response manners,
and conversational freedom. We also offer novel insights into LLM-mediated voice agents’ design and interaction
possibilities.

2.3 Large Language Models

Historically, NLP models have gone through a shift from a fully supervised learning paradigm, focusing on feature
engineering (e.g. word identity [52]) and architecture engineering (e.g. self-attention [91]), to a pre-train and fine-
tune approach [63] with neural networks. Recently, the advent of pre-trained LLMs like GPT-3 has catalyzed a new
“pre-train and prompt” paradigm [[72} 85, 163]].

In the pre-train and fine-tune paradigm, fixed architecture models are trained with a large corpus of text data, typically
several billion words or more, such as books, articles, or conversations, to learn general-purpose features of a language,
e.g. BART [57] and UniLM [29]. The pre-trained LLMs can then be adapted (e.g. fine-tuned) to a broad range
of downstream tasks (such as machine translation, text entailment, sentiment analysis, efc.) with a task-specific loss
function. Large Language Models (LLMs), such as BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers)
[28], RoBERTa [64], TS5 [79]], and GPT-3 (Generative Pre-training Transformer 3) [[14], are now used as foundation
modelsE]for downstream tasks in NLP, paving the way toward task-agnostic machine learning [[13]].

LLMs have experienced significant breakthroughs recently in terms of their ability to understand and generate human-
like text [63]]. GPT-3 [[14], with 175 billion parameters, stands out with its ability to execute various text-related tasks
with only a few text prompts at run time, even without any additional training. This is known as the (zero-shot)
capability, as its paper title “Language Models are Few-Shot Learners” suggests [[14]. This capability highlights
an evolution in model application, moving towards a “pre-train and prompt” paradigm [72} |85) 163]]. Consequently,
considerable effort has been invested in the research of prompt engineering, which aims to design efficient prompts to
guide LLMs to perform various downstream tasks [14} |85]]. For instance, prompts such as “What is material fibre?
Explain to a fashion designer” and “What is material fibre? Explain to a chemist.” will generate different outputs.
This also implies a substantial step toward lowering the barriers for Al non-experts to interact with LLMs for various
tasks by using only prompts [45]].

2.3.1 Human-LLM Interaction

The rise of prompting LLMs presents a promising alternative for CA design [106} 48} |56/ [13]]. HCI researchers have
been increasingly interested in harnessing the power of LLMs and enabling a plethora of language-based interactive
applications. Examples of such applications include creative writing [54} 21} [17, 43| [16]], iterative query reformulation
(e.g., question answering) [98, 4], writing code [90, 8], and creating novel user interfaces [98, [100].

However, most of the existing interaction frameworks focus on “single-turn” interaction, where a “turn” means one
back-and-forth interaction on a specific topic; this can be either the user speaks, then the bot follows or vice-versa.
In our work, we focus on a “multi-turn” and “continuous” interaction (dyadic), where the agent would need to react

* A model trained on a large corpus of data that can be adapted to a wide range of downstream tasks [13].
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Figure 2: Taxonomy-Based Knowledge Structure Chain. This process requires domain-specific expertise to construct
or utilize pre-existing structured knowledge frameworks, eg. taxonomies. To craft the Taxonomy-bind prompts, in
every single prompt (eg. Prompt 1, 2, 3...) the are connected by a . In each prompt, we define
the entity and hierarchical relationship to structure the knowledge, and finally, all prompts are chained together.

coherently and be able to memorise previous interaction rounds. One particular relevant literature to our work is from
Zamfirescu-Pereira et al. [106]]. They explored the use of prompting for fast CA design, specifically for text-based
chatbots, and suggested that this method can achieve "80%” of the user experience (UX) goal. However, the actual
user perception and interactions with such CAs were not explored. In our work, we carefully designed our prompt
templates and further carefully investigated the users’ perception and interaction using both qualitative and quantitative
methods.

Currently, the performance of LLMs has been widely evaluated using numerical metrics without incorporating human
participants [[72] 160, [14]]. For instance, metrics, such as perplexity and BLEU (bilingual evaluation understudy) score
[73]], are popular for evaluating LL.Ms performance on downstream tasks. These evaluations lack human-in-the-loop.
To better understand the quality of human-LLM interactions, Lee ef al. [55] proposed the Human-Al Language-based
Interaction Evaluation (HALIE) framework, utilizing interaction traces, and suggested novel metrics related to user
experience and interaction quality for assessing the LLM’s capabilities. In our design, we adopted several important
metrics (including Ease, Change, Enjoyment, Reuse and Accuracy, fully described in Section [5.1)) from Lee er al. to
facilitate human-in-the-loop evaluation for our LLM-mediated voice agent.

3 Prototyping Domain-Specific Voice Agents

In this section, we present a zero-shot prototyping framework designed to enable a wider spectrum of users to prototype
conversational agents (CAs) across various domains. Our novel method encompasses three distinct phases: (1) a
Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain for effectively injecting domain knowledge, (2) a prompt refinement
strategy from task agnostic to domain specific, and (3) a system optimization to equip LLMs with conversational
memory enabling continuous (multi-turn) human-LLM interactions. Figure[Ib]illustrates how our prompt-based LLM
approach is different from the traditional conversational agent design. To demonstrate the practical application of this
method, we present two implementations of our prompting approach within the context of textiles circularity, namely
TextileBot-Expert and TextileBot-Assistant.

3.1 Phase 1: Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain

A key challenge of using LLMs as foundation models is that they can return false answers in situations where they
are unsure how to respond to a query from a user, producing both “plausible-sounding and incorrect or nonsensi-
cal answers” [[10]. We address this issue by introducing Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain, which is a
framework for designing a chain of prompts. Typically, a prompt consists of two parts - a template and a set of label
words [19]. Taxonomies, as relational systems, efficiently organize knowledge by logically interconnecting entities,
representing relationships [53[]. While prompting LLMs only rely on plain sentences, taxonomies excel in generating
precise keywords, thereby enhancing the relevance and accuracy of LLM responses. This method organizes prompts
to align with the taxonomy’s structure using label words, enhancing the relevance and accuracy of LLM responses.



SETUP: Vanilla GPT-3.5 model
HUMAN: Is viscose material sustainable?

AGENT: Viscose is a type of synthetic fibre , and it is not considered sustainable . Instead, opt

for natural fibres such as cotton, linen and hemp.

SETUP: TextileBot Expert

HUMAN: Hi, so | need to know what kind of textile materials are most selling?

AGENT: Hello! That is an interesting question. It really depends on what type of textile you are
looking for and what your application is. Generally speaking, some of the most popular material
types are natural fibres like cotton, wool, and silk; synthetic fibres like polyester and nylon; and
regenerated fibres such as viscose and cupro. Knowing the properties of each of these materials
is important in order to find the best one for your application. However, you should also consider
textile circularity in your selection process. Textile circularity is a concept that ensures a closed-
loop life cycle for textiles, from fibre sourcing to manufacturing to end-of-life. This approach is
important for creating a sustainable solution for the textiles industry.

SETUP: TextileBot Assistant

HUMAN: What is viscous ?

AGENT: Viscose is a type of regenerated cellulose fibre made from wood pulp or cotton linter. It
is often used to make clothing, linens, bedding, towels and other fabrics that require a soft, silky
handfeel.

Figure 3: Three prompt-based LLM-mediated agents (Vanilla GPT-3.5 model, TextileBot Expert, TextileBot Assistant)

spoke about viscose on the TextileBot device. We highlighted the incorrect content in red , demonstrating that the
vanilla model was indeed error-prone. Both TextileBot Expert and Assistant utilize the TextileNet taxonomy-based
prompts (as explained in Section [3.1)) to improve accuracy. TextileBot Expert replies in more detail and is generally
considered to be more ‘obsessed’ with this topic by our participants. We further explain this difference in Section@

We exemplify this approach using the TextileNet taxonomy [108]]. TextileNet’s hierarchy captures the relationships be-
tween general textile fibre categories, their subcategories, and specific fibre types, aiding in the creation of a knowledge
prompt. For example, “cotton fibre” falls under “plant fibres”, which is a subset of “natural fibres”. This hierarchical
organization of the taxonomy forms the basis of our Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain, systematically
capturing the (eg. subcategories, macro-types) among different as illustrated in Figure 2]

The dialogues in our user study demonstrate the effectiveness of this approach as illustrated in Figure[3] Participants
talked with three CAs: Vanilla GPT-3.5 model, TextileBot-Expert and TextileBot-Assistant. Both TextileBot-Expert
and TextileBot-Assistant utilized a Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain, we discuss the main difference
between them in Section but focus on how their domain expertise got improved.

In Figure [3] “viscose” (a bio-derived fibre) was incorrectly categorized as a synthetic fibre and suggested as an un-
sustainable material by the Vanilla GPT-3.5 model. In contrast, our Taxonomy-bind approach, as shown through
TextileBot Assistant and Expert, provides more accurate and contextually relevant information. For instance, Tex-
tileBot Expert accurately distinguishes between natural, synthetic, and regenerated fibres, demonstrating the LLM’s
improved ability to recognize logical structures in taxonomy-based prompts. Our method significantly enhances the
LLM’s capability to provide precise, consistent, and contextually relevant answers, particularly in the realms of fibres,
textiles, and textile circularity.

Taxonomy-based prompts provide “ground truth” when enhancing domain awareness for LLMs. This makes the entire
conversation agent more robust when encountering errors from other components in the CA system pipeline, such as
Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR). For instance, the term ‘viscous’ in Figure [3|is a typical example of the errors
that can arise from the ASR. By integrating taxonomy-based prompts within the CA pipeline, LLMs gain improved
accuracy in understanding and responding to domain-specific content. This integration significantly mitigates ASR
errors in conversation agents. The effectiveness of auto-correcting ASR errors is further quantified in Section

3.2 Phase 2: From General to Domain Specific through Prompt Refinements

As the process of designing prompt templates is empirical, various ad-hoc prompt refinement techniques such as “Let’s
think step by step” [49] have been employed in prompt design. However, there is yet no specific systematic approach
for optimizing performance. To bridge this gap, we introduce a human-centred iterative prototyping process to person-
alize a desired CA. We demonstrate this approach through two distinct levels of prompt refinements both integrated



SETUP: Vanilla GPT-3.5 model

HUMAN: So what would you recommend me to eat today because it's almost lunchtime?

AGENT: That depends on your dietary preferences. What kind of foods do you usually like to eat
for lunch?

SETUP: TextileBot Expert

HUMAN: Well, I'm hungry. Um, what should | have for my lunch?

AGENT: |I'm sorry but I'm not the best person to help you with that. However, if you're inter-
ested in learning more about textile and clothing materials, I'd be happy to help you!

SETUP: TextileBot Assistant
HUMAN: It's almost lunchtime. What should | have for lunch today?

AGENT: That sounds like an exciting decision! Are you looking for some textile-inspired lunch

ideas? | know some great recipes for plant fiber-based noodles, vegan silk smoothies, and cotton-
seed salad bowls that are sure to satisfy your appetite!

Figure 4: Three prompt-based LLM-mediated agents on the topic of lunch (Vanilla GPT-3.5 model, TextileBot Expert,
TextileBot Assistant).

Table 1: Prompts used for three agents’ role and response manner. The conversational freedom is predefined as the
design guideline for prompt template.

| Prompts used for characteristic | Response manner | Conversational freedom

Vanilla N/A N/A non-goal oriented
A helpful, creative, clever, and very friendly Al assistant,
specialized in textile circularity.

A textile circularity expert, response query around the concept of
textile circularity and guide the conversation towards textile circularity

Assistant Conscious in response | semi-domain-specific

Expert In a detailed manner domain-specific

Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chains: one semi-domain-specific Assistant and one domain-specific Expert,
for conversations in the context of textiles circularity. The process involves a series of prompt refinement steps:

m Give the model an identity: Start by giving the model a clear identity so it can identify its role and understand

what kind of behaviour is expected of it. This helps to establish a consistent personality for the model’s
responses.

m 7ell the model how to behave: Next, you can also instruct it on how to behave, for example, by telling it to be
creative and helpful. These instructions help to further define the model’s personality with the desired tone.

m “Let’s think step by step” : Occasionally, GPTs fails on completing complex tasks [3]]. To ensure the success-
ful completion of the task, the model needs to be given clear instructions step-by-step to help it understand
what is required. Break the complex tasks into simpler subtasks with a clear separation between each task. In
addition, using the “Let’s think step by step” [49] trick in the prompt can help the model to think logically.

m Format the prompts: Structure the prompt template format with delimiters and line breaks. This helps the
model to disambiguate different sections and determine when the prompt ends and when it should start gen-
erating a response.

m Fine-tune prompts: Fine-tune it with the desired behaviour the model needs to take. This involves using

plain language and a positive tone to instruct the model on how to perform specific tasks. For example, we
might instruct the model to “provide a sustainable clothing suggestion regardless of gender.”

These refinement techniques can be utilized individually or in combination, depending on the specific task. For a
comprehensive demonstration of the strategy in practice, we provide a complete prompt template for Expert and
Assistant, combining all these refinements, in the Appendix Section??, showcasing various combinations. Table
highlights the prompts used in the template.

Expert is designed to promote the idea of textile circularity and facilitate discussions on the topic. The Expert excels
in providing detailed information on textiles and textile circularity, often including additional information. In Expert
mode, as a domain-specific Ca, control the degree of freedom in the topic becomes the fundamental step. To achieve
this, we limit the conversation breadth of the model by instructing it with the following prompt. We show the
effectiveness of this in Appendix Section ?? showing that participants failed to ”jail break” the prompt.



HUMAN: Which materials make the concept of textile circularity difficult to implement?

AGENT: Synthetic fibres and blended fabrics, ... textile circularity difficult to implement.

HUMAN: Repeat.

AGENT: The main challenges to the implementation of textile circularity include the lack of a
clear regulatory framework, lack of investment and financial incentives, lack of understanding or
awareness, and difficulty in measuring impacts.

HUMAN: Please repeat my last question.

AGENT: Which materials make the concept of textile circularity difficult to implement?

HUMAN: What was your last response?

AGENT: Synthetic fibres and blended fabrics, ... textile circularity difficult to implement.

HUMAN: Repeat your last response.

AGENT: Synthetic fibres and blended fabrics, ... textile circularity difficult to implement.

Figure 5: Transcript history for TextileBot Assistant. In Figure [3| and E], we both take the unmodified transcript
history to demonstrate the agents’ capabilities. Transcript history is also directly injected into our prompt, with a
summarisation if it goes beyond the token limit, this is explained in Section This transcript demonstrates the
agent’s statefulness in conversation, eg. its ability to recall and refer back to previously asked questions.

On the other hand, Assistant is designed to engage in broader conversations and can act as an intermediary between
non-goal-oriented conversation (task-agnostic) [92]] and domain-specific conversation. We increase the breadth of
topics and freedom of conversation in Assistant mode. For instance, the Assistant can provide suggestions on various
scenarios such as dining or dressing, and even tell jokes without losing its focus on textiles.

To better understand the distinctions between these agents, Figure [3]demonstrates how Expert is more “obsessed” with
textile circularity compared to the Assistant. Figures[d]provide an example from our user study, which shows different
participants having real conversations regarding providing a lunch idea. The Vanilla model typically engages in free
conversations in such cases, while the Expert refuses to engage unless it senses the topic is related to textiles. On
the other hand, Assistant provides a textile-favoured lunch suggestion, thereby preserving the domain-specific feature
while still allowing for open conversations. The Vanilla, Expert and Assistant agents show distinguishable response
styles as follows:

* Vanilla: This agent is non-goal-oriented and represents the pre-trained LLM in its original form. This show-
cases using LLMs directly as conversational agents without any prompts.

» Expert: Positioned as a goal-oriented (domain specific) voice agent, it embodies a domain expert, with a
focus on specialized knowledge, but limited in making social conversations. The Expert excels in providing
detailed explanations, often including additional information.

» Assistant: This agent is semi-goal-oriented, positioned as a helpful and friendly assistant that is able to
conduct some degree of social conversation but still with goal in mind, conscious of the target domain when
answering questions.

3.3 Phase 3: Enable continuous LLM interaction with memory through System Optimization

Previous sections discussed how our prompt design helps the model identify its task. In this section, we first introduce
some challenges using LLMs directly as CAs to conduct continuous conversation, and then provide corresponding
System Optimization for these challenges.

1. LLM capabilities depend on context: LL.Ms are sensitive to input prompts. Minor alterations to the prompt
can result in significant differences in the model’s prediction [[63, [14]]. They may exhibit a preference for
specific prompt formats, paraphrases, or particular information contained in the input [6l [39]. For instance,
the ”Let’s think step by step” trick [49] reveals that using particular prompts can largely level up model’s
overall performance. Additionally, nouns and verbs tend to carry more weight than adjectives and function
words [103}168]. In short, the quality of response will be altered by the context.

2. Transformer-based LL.Ms are memory-less: Transformer-based LLMs do not have an explicit memory of
their previous outputs, including ChatGPT [70].

Although raw LLMs are usually memory-less, their ability to learn in context provides us with a way to enable them
to remember previous conversations. This is done by incorporating past human input and model output pairs into the
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Figure 6: System optimization (phase 3) with integrated memory. This optimization includes a token counter for
monitoring the dialogue length. Once the token limit is reached, an automatic summarizer is triggered to condense the
past dialogue. The CA prompt is pre-set always at the start, where these past-dialogue are inserted after it, to maintain
the CA’s functionality.

prompt in a clear format (as shown in Figure[6) and allowing the model to use its capacity for learning in context to
build a “Dialogue Memory” that is constantly updated with each interaction round between the human and the model.
This ensures the model remains up-to-date with conversations, thus providing it with a form of memory that would
otherwise not be possible. Interestingly, from the transcripts in Figure[5] we can observe that when using simple terms
such as “repeat”, the model can repeat certain parts of the conversation; however, it requires clear prompts in order to
understand what exactly should be repeated.

Since the transcript history is constantly being updated, the issue of the token limit arises, which can lead to a system
crash if we exceed this limit. To tackle this, System Optimization have used a token counter to keep track of the
total token count in our prompt. Once the overall text length reaches almost 3000 tokens (roughly equivalent to 9000
characters), we use the text-davinci-003 model as a summarizer (Figure[5)) to summarize transcripts between the
user and the model. The summarized text is then combined with other more recent dialogues to make up the Dialogue
Memory, this memory is pure text and is then added to the initial CA prompt that we have generated from Phase 1
and 2, in this way, we enable multi-turn interaction to continue.

4 The Case of TextileBot: Design and Implementation

In this section, we provide our prompt-based conversational voice agents’ software and hardware designs. Notably,
our system design exhibits great adaptability. The design building blocks (illustrated in Figure [/) can be seamlessly
integrated with various platforms and input/output methods. These include smart devices, smartphones, computers,
VR interfaces, and diverse user input/output methods. The TextileBot voice interface, featured in this study, serves as
an exemplary implementation of our domain-specific prompt-based voice agent approach within the context of textile
circularity. We built a device with a voice interface for several reasons. Firstly, in line with the current textile circularity
agenda, a key objective is to raise consumers’ awareness and engagement with this concept [75}[83]]. Utilizing physical
artifacts to enhance user engagement has been a significant pursuit in human-agent interaction [69], and our TextileBot
aims to facilitate consumer engagement in retail settings, we regard a real device with voice-based interactions as
pivotal in our approach. Secondly, it is well-established that people employ distinct language styles when speaking
compared to writing, as articulated in the literature [81]]. To our knowledge, no prior research has delved into natural
spoken dialogue with LLMs, leaving a substantial gap in understanding how humans perceive and interact with prompt
LLM-based voice agents. Finally, a voice interface can create better accessibility for users.

4.1 Software System Design - Multi-Model Stitching

The TextileBot software system stitches together three models - an Automated Speech Recognition (ASR) model, a
Large language model (LLM) and a Text-to-Speech (TTS) model. We explain each of them in detail in the following
subsections, and an overview of this system is in Figure
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Figure 7: Software System Design for TextileBot - Multi-Model Stitching. For the complete CA design, we utilized
an ASR model, a LLM and a TTS model. It is worth mentioning that our ASR model is Whisper, deep learning based
ASR model.

4.1.1 Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR)

We tested two speech recognition models, Google speech-to-text and OpenAI’s Whisper [78] Application Program-
ming Interface (API), in our TextileBot design. Initially, we used Google’s API, which is popular, but we experienced
unexpected latency issues on our Raspberry Pi device due to heavy preprocessing on recorded audio files. To evaluate
latency, we randomly sampled recording lengths between 1 to 60 seconds and recorded 100 speech samples to simulate
natural dialogue. Google ASR had an average latency of 28.93 seconds on these samples. In a pilot study with four
participants (including one native English speaker), two non-native English speakers, we found that participants had
to speak slowly and repeat their words when using Google ASR.

We chose OpenAI’s Whisper as our ASR due to its faster latency and robustness in recognition [77]. While we
did not conduct a thorough accuracy comparison study between the two APIs, and to our knowledge, no related
literature compares them as Whisper was officially released in March 2023, we observed that Whisper recognized
most non-native English-speaking participants significantly better. Conversely, with Google speech-to-text ASR, key
terms in our dialogue such as textile circularity” were consistently recognized as “textile security” or even “Texas a
Coronavirus”.

4.1.2 Language model as foundation model

In our study, we chose GPT-3.5 (text-davinci-003) API which was known for its outstanding performance and trained
with the largest parameters at the time of testing. Currently, there is a lot of discussion within the community about the
differences between OpenAl’s GPT models, including GPT-3, GPT-3.5, ChatGPT, and the newly released GPT-4. Our
work focuses on the pre-trained OpenAl GPT mode%] rather than any other published sources or third-party models
trained from scratch. One drawback of LLMs is the generation of plausible-sounding but incorrect or nonsensical
responses [[70]. To address this issue, LLMs like InstructGPT and ChatGPT have incorporated human efforts using
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF), resulting in fewer false responses and less toxicity [72]. Al-
though ChatGPT’s advanced language processing capabilities allow it to engage in natural, human-like conversations
with users, it has a tendency to be verbose due to biases in the training data. Trainers in the RLHF prefer longer
answers that appear more comprehensive [87, 34].

We cannot determine the parameters used in the RLHF for ChatGPT, limiting our freedom in using these LLMs.
Furthermore, the long-text style response of ChatGPT is unsuitable for voice interfaces. In contrast, GPT-3 and GPT-
3.5 are more “organic” and provide more freedom in designing arbitrary prompts, making them useful for customizable
content generation and language translation. Therefore, we focus on exploiting these large foundation models directly,
such as GPT-3.5, for controlled, high-quality content generation instead of using the patched ChatGPT.

At the time of writing this paper, OpenAl had just announced GPT-4 - an enhanced language model with improved
mathematical abilities and the capacity to take visual inputs. However, it can be difficult to distinguish GPT-3.5 from
GPT-4 in a casual conversation, as noted on GPT-4’s website. Interestingly, OpenAl has also reported that there is

*OpenAI’s GPT-3 is a pre-trained LLM with 175 billion parameters [14]
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(a) The physical TextileBot interface. (b) A participant interacts with the TextileBot.

Figure 8: Left: TextileBot - The physical agent interface is composed of a 3D printed box (6), a speaker (5), a
microphone (4), and a button (3), all integrated into the Google ALY board (2) mounted on the Raspberry Pi 3 Model
B (1) presented in (a). Right: A participant interacting with the TextileBot used across all three voice-based agents

(b).

almost no improvement in generating factual content when questions related to environmental science are posed [[71].
In this paper, our focus is on designing a domain-specific conversation agent related to textile circularity, a key topic
in material and environmental science.

4.1.3 Text-to-speech

We use the gTTS (Google Text-to-Speech) library in Python to read out text with a female British English voice.
However, we received feedback during the pilot study that the speech speed felt slow for natural conversation. To
address this issue, we will discuss our solution in Section .2}

4.2 Hardware System Design: The TextileBot Voice Device

We built the hardware device around a Raspberry Pi device. The device is housed in a 3D printed box (6), which
includes a speaker (5), a microphone (4), and a button (3), all integrated on the AIY board (2) mounted on the
Raspberry Pi 3B (1) as shown in Figure [8a] The hardware system includes a Raspberry Pi 3B with a Quad Core
1.2GHz Broadcom BCM2837 64bit CPU and 1GB RAM (1). We use the Voice HAT configuration [1]], which contains
a Voice AIY accessory board (2) that provides physical connectivity from the GPIO pins and is mounted on the
Raspberry Pi 3 board. The Voice HAT set also provides us with an arcade-style button with an LED light (3), a
microphone board with the 5-wire daughter board cable (4) and a microphone (5).

The housing was created from an open source CAD model in the Thingiverse model library. It was 3D printed on
a Prusa I3 MK3S+ using the readily available polylactic acid (PLA) material. The front facing side contains holes
to allow sound from the speaker to leave the enclosure, while the inside contains various shelves for the control
electronics to be mounted to. The top of the box has a hole for the activation button. The firmware to control this
hardware was designed by Google and deeply integrated with the Google Assistant servicelﬂ [35]]. However, this did
not meet our needs, so we conducted the development of our own firmware code that enables flexible audio recording,
audio playback and push button control.

Users interface with TextileBot via a button with an LED light. A predefined user guide is played when the device
is booted. To speak to the TextileBot, users press and then release the button, and do it again when they finish their
sentence. The LED light will be lit while recording and playing audio. We use mpg123 library with command “mpg123
-d 4 -h 3” to manually speed up the playback rate to 1.33x. This is because participants in our pilot studies have
reported the original speaking speed from gTTS is too slow.

>The Google ALY has stopped updating their service, and the repository has been archived by the owner on Feb 9, 2023 [2]].
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Table 2: Questionnaire used after each of the three TextileBots to assess the human-bot interaction experience.

Evaluation Category Metric Question type
Usability Ease to use 5 likert scale
E-I: Interest in responses 5 likert scale
Engagement E-E: Engagement in conversation 5 likert scale
E-W: Willingness to use in the future | 5 likert scale
C-I: Input comprehensibility 5 likert scale
Coherence C-C: Clarity in responses 5 likert scale
C-A: Accuracy in responses 5 likert scale
Ch . The level of engagement over time Multiple-choice: Increase, Decrease, Dynamic
anges over time Follow- h T Open-ended tion t ture th
ollow-up on changes over time pen-ended question to capture the reason

5 Evaluation of TextileBot

In the user study, we aimed (1) to evaluate whether our prompt strategy remained effective while preserving domain
specificity across various spoken dialogues, and to assess if interactions with three variations of TextileBot differed
significantly—indicating that users perceived each as a distinct entity and validating phase 2 of our approach, (2)
to investigate if TextileBot could retain memory and conduct continuous conversations as designed in phase 3, and
(3) to explore the nature of user interactions with each bot variant to understand the nuances of user engagement.
As the language used in spoken dialogue is different from written text [81]], an in-person study was chosen to allow
participants to interact with the TextileBot smart device and evoke natural language conversations. We used a mixed-
method approach, combining traditional machine learning ablation study analysis with HIC analysis - questionnaires
and qualitative feedback from participants with a conversational analysis of the human-agent dialogue. We recruited
a total of 30 participants to interact with each of the three voice agents on textiles and textile circularity, as outlined in
the Introduction. In the following sections, we first describe the within-subject study design, measures, and procedure.

5.1 Study design and methods

We utilized a mixed within/between-subjects design, where each of the participants (N = 30) was asked to speak
with the three CAs (Vanilla, Assistant, Expert) embodied in the same smart device TextileBots. The order in which
participants interacted with each of the agents was randomised to avoid order effects. For each agent interaction,
participants followed the same four phases: Free chatting, Information gathering, Questionnaires, and Overall user
feedback. Each of the four phases is detailed below:

Phase 1 - Free chatting The human-agent interaction started with an open conversation with no topical restrictions.
Participants could freely engage with the agents on any topic of their choice. This approach was designed to facilitate a
broad exploration of potential conversation topics relevant to textiles contexts and to gain insights into the personality
and characteristics of three conversational agents. A minimum of 5 minutes to a maximum of 10 minutes was allocated
to this phase. Free exploration is particularly beneficial for domains that have not yet implemented conversational
agents, such as textile circularity. Engaging in freeform conversations during the prototyping phase provides valuable
insights into user needs and the scope of topic coverage required in these domains.

Phase 2 - Information gathering To ensure consistency in the topics discussed, the second part focused on textile
circularity, the main conversational topic that has guided the TextileBot implementations. In collaboration with domain
experts in materials science and textile circularity, we developed ten information gathering tasks for participants. To
ensure a structured approach, we arranged these tasks in a progression from general to specific, transitioning from high-
level concepts to more detailed aspects. Subsequently, we divided the tasks into three distinct groups, and applied the
three TextileBots to these groups in a round-robin fashion [33] to ensure coverage of different task-agent combinations.

Phase 3 - Questionnaire We developed a questionnaire that contains an evaluation matrix to assess the human-LLM
agent interaction. The evaluation matrix employs a wide range of existing metrics, combining metrics from con-
ventional heuristics-based conversational agents, for both non goal-oriented/task-agnostic and domain-specific/goal-
oriented agents [51186}165192]]. We also incorporated human-LM interaction metrics [55,199]). Since our study involves
three TextileBots, we treated each as a separate model and employed the pairwise per-dialogue (PW-dialogue) method
[86] to evaluate the human-LLM interaction. This method compares two entire conversations with two different
agents, and has been shown to outperform evaluations of single models. Each participant was asked to conduct three
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Table 3: Overall user feedback and participants preferences between the three TextileBots, captured at the end of the
study.

Feedback category Question type
Overall feedback on each of the TextileBots Open-ended questions
Preference between the three TextileBot Ranking and open-ended questions
Experience of the TextileBots interaction, changes over time | Open-ended question
Suggestions on TextileBot Open-ended questions
Understanding of the domain (textiles circularity) 5 likert scale and open-ended questions

conversations with the three different TextileBots. Table [ summarises the key focus of the questionnaire, the metrics
used and the question types.

Phase 4 - Overall user feedback At the end of the study, we collected participants overall feedback on their ex-
perience with the TextileBots, capturing participants’ subjective experiences engaging with the voice agents, their
preferences, observations about the interaction and changes over time, as well as any suggestions for improvements
and insights they gained on the domain-specific conversation. Please see an overview of the focus and question types
in Table

5.2 Study setup and procedure

The study was conducted in a controlled laboratory environment, with each participant attending individually in-
person. Participants were briefed with instructions to imagine a scenario wherein they were talking with three distinct
voice agents (each with different personalities and capabilities) in a retail environment, such as a clothing store. A
TextileBot device was placed was positioned on a table in front of a participant, allowing them to control it (see
Figure [8b). The tasks involved identifying and ranking their preferred agent based on its suitability for use in a retail
environment as TextileBot, and their subject experience to the overall user feedback. Every interaction session began
with an introduction from the respective agent (Vanilla, Expert and Assistant):

"Hi there, I’m TextileBot. 1I’m here to assist you with any questions or
discussions you may have regarding textiles. To speak with me, simply
click the button and start talking. When you’re finished, click the button
again to let me know that you’re done. How can I assist you today?"

After the agent’s welcome message, participants were given 5-10 minutes to interact freely with the TextileBot, choos-
ing their own conversational topics (Phase 1). When satisfied with the interaction or the time limit was reached,
participants proceeded to the information gathering phase (Phase 2). Upon completion of both phases, participants
were then asked to fill out a questionnaire to assess their experience with that particular agent (Phase 3). This three-
phase procedure was repeated for all three TextileBots. Participants were also offered the opportunity to extend their
interaction with any TextileBot of their choice or all of them, if they prefer, before proceeding to Phase 4. Once
all interaction sessions were completed, participants were asked to provide final overall feedback (Phase 4) on their
experience using the voice-based TextileBots, as outlined in Section[5.1}

5.3 Analysis approach

Our primary focus is to explore the efficient development of LLM-based voice CAs that are domain-specific and offer
personalized interactions that is capable of conducting continuous (multi-turn) conversations. We started by analyzing
questionnaire responses with each agent to understand each vHAI (Vallina, Expert and Assistant). Following this, we
conducted a qualitative analysis of the overall user feedback to gain insights into participants’ overall perceptions of
three agents. The evaluation also examines the effectiveness of our approach.

In addition, a key aspect of our research is exploring how people perceive and engage with different prompted LLM-
based CAs. Hence, as a first step in the analysis, the dialogue contents were stored in a text format and imported into
NVivo 14, a qualitative analysis software. A dialogue refers to a whole recorded exchange of conversation between a
participant and a CA [89]]. We then applied a data-driven inductive thematic analysis approach to identify recurring
themes and patterns within the dialogue transcripts and to gain qualitative insights into the vHAL

The first author applied an open-coding approach to the dialogues, and created a first coding scheme that was discussed
and refined with the co-authors. After several discussions and iterations, all authors reached the consensus that the
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vHAI can’t be easily shoehorned into a set of themes. However, it was agreed that the changes in the interaction
patterns over time should be further explored to understand variations in the dialogue and participant behaviours.
Hence, we decided to employ a combined inductive/deductive hybrid approach focused on:

1. An analysis of the dialogues based on conversational turns,
2. An analysis of the conversational styles,

3. An analysis of the human behaviour in the interaction with the TextileBots.

In Section[6.3] we present the results for each of those three points, starting from the “conversational turns” and “turn-
taking patterns” observed within and across the three voice agents. We then further explored differences between
single vs. multi-turn conversations and calculated the number of words used by participants in each turn, as a possible
indicator for their engagement over time and across the agents. This dialogue analysis was extended with a deep
dive into the conversational styles enriched and exemplified with representative quotes from participants’ interaction
with the agents, and a particular emphasis on the changes over time, drawing on existing language concepts such as
code-switching and social protocols. We conclude with a reflection on specific human behaviours and strategies when
engaging with the three different agents. All taken together form a rich, multi-faceted foundation for our discussion
on the effectiveness of our approach and how humans perceive, interact, and engage with prompt-based voice agents.

All participants quotes are included with original spelling and emphasis.

5.4 Participants

We recruited 30 participants aged between 22 to 44 years of age (mean age = 30, SD = 5.33), out of which fourteen were
male, sixteen female. Participants had a diverse range of backgrounds, including computer scientists, UX designers,
artists, healthcare consultants, researchers, university lecturers, and university students. All participants were either
native English speakers or highly proficient in English. Furthermore, the participants came from 15 countries across
five continents. The study was approved by the local University Research Ethics Committee . All participants provided
written informed consent before taking part in the study. The study lasted between 45 to 60 minutes, and all participants
were compensated with a gift voucher for their time.

6 Results

We present our findings in three main sections: analysis of questionnaire responses (Section [6.1)), overall participant
feedback (Section[6.2)), and dialogue data from our user study (Section[6.4). The questionnaire responses and dialogue
data explore whether participants perceived three variations of TextileBot as distinct entities and their engagement
with each prompted version. Additionally, these sections assess whether TextileBot maintained memory and facilitated
continuous conversations. Together, these results provide insights into the nuances of user engagement with different
LLM-powered voice agents.

6.1 Questionnaire results

To determine if participants perceived three variations of TextileBot as distinct entities, we analyzed questionnaire data
from our study. We obtained a total of 120 questionnaires, 90 from the interaction sessions (three per participant, for
each agent they tried), and 30 from the overall user feedback. This section mainly discusses the results we have with
respect to an analysis using the metrics in Table 2] We also aimed to understand participants’ perceptions of voice
agents when presented with different prompts.

Engagement and coherence metrics We first obtained participants’ scores for both Engagement and Coherence
metrics, averaged them, and presented them in a radar plot (Figure [9a). All responses were coded from 1 to 5;
all averages fell in the range between 3 and 4.5. Figure Da] shows the questionnaire’s overall results regarding the
evaluation of engagement and coherence. The results in Figure [9a demonstrate that Assistant is generally the best
across all these evaluation metrics.

Cross-metrics interactions We then used mixed cumulative link regression models with participants and interaction
topics/questions as random effects. This allowed us to account for the nested nature of the experimental design [S0]]
and the ordinal characteristics of the survey’s responses [109]. Data was analysed using the “ordinal” package in R
[20]. No difference was found when comparing models on their Ease of use and Coherence (C-I, C-C, C-A) metrics.
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ment, E-E) and Willingness to use in the future (Engagement, E-W), Input comprehensibility (Coherence, C-1), Clarity
in responses (Coherence, C-C), Accuracy in responses (Coherence, C-A). Right: Participant preference ranking of the
three TextileBots in light of textile circularity.

As we have also seen in Figure @ the variations in C-I, C-C and C-A are relatively small, we turn the focus of the
analysis to the remaining Engagement metrics (E-I, E-E and E-W).

As depicted in Figure[9a] the TextileBot Assistant was found consistently more engaging at the single response than its
Expert and Vanilla counterparts (E-I), although results were not statistically significant (“marginally” significant p =
0.06). This pattern did not emerge at the conversation level (E-E), where both Vanilla and Assistant were slightly (but
consistently across participants) more engaging than the Expert agent (p = 0.2). Still, on the Engagement dimension
(E-W), participants reported that they would be significantly more likely to interact with the TextileBot assistant than
with both alternative versions in the future (p < 0.05, post-hoc tests, Bonferroni corrected).

Ease to use and Interest change over time Overall, the ease of use was rated from 2 to 5 with an average score
of 4. Regarding the change in interest levels over time, 83.8% of the sessions showed that there is a variation in
interest levels. 53.8% reported an increase, 20% reported a decrease, 10% were dynamic. The rest reported no change.
Participants emphasized the significant influence of response content on their level of interest. For example, P5 pointed
out that their interest “depended on the specific question and corresponding answers”. Similar statements were echoed
by P18 and P28, who noted that their interest heightened when the agent delivered intriguing responses. The other
factor is the length of the response. Both P15 and P16 expressed annoyance due to the vast, long-winded response from
Expert. As P15 put it, "It sometimes provided too much information which made me lose interest somewhat”. P16
went into further detail, stating, ”Sometimes the responses were a bit long. The information provided was interesting,
but the agent essentially answered my question within the first few seconds and then kept talking.” However, not all
participants were thrilled with shorter responses. P17 commented on Vanilla as “It was too brief with little prompt but
it remembers previous questions and provided context based answers” .

6.2 Overall feedback

In this section, we present the overall user feedback on the participants’ subjective experiences with the agents, their
preferences, feedback on how they perceived the interactions over time and any suggestions for improvements.

Overall, participants enjoyed the interaction because “it felt really natural” (P7) and “The levels of answers were
good throughout but I really liked the memory function and the agent answers were not generic, especially compared
to my other voice agent experiences” (P13). Nevertheless, a number of participants (N=4) perceived the interaction to
be a one-way question-answering rather than conversation and expected the voice agent to engage in a more dialogic
interaction by asking questions: “I wish it engaged in conversation as well, asking questions back more, so you
feel more engaged as well...” (P14). Participants (N=5) suggested that the voice agents would benefit from adopting
“emotion embedded” and “more interesting” responses to achieve a human-like “real conversation”. Participants
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mentioned that they would prefer “less formal”, “less persuasive” voice agent with “a bit of humour” and “shorter
answer”, in order to facilitate "more engaging interactions” .

Moreover, participants (N=6) commented on the clarity and quality of the content provided by the voice agents. The
majority of the feedback on the information seeking phase (i.e. information provided by the voice agent) was positive,
with comments praising the levels of answers and clarity, such as P13 noted “agent answers were not generic especially
compared to my other voice agent experiences”. On the other hand, some participants pointed out redundancy and
vagueness, such as highlighted by P22: “Sometimes the answers provided in the conversations were a bit redundant,
but I found the answers very clear, although sometimes a bit vague or broad.” . However, there was a general feeling
that more concise, in-depth content delivery by the voice agents would be desirable.

In summary, participants anticipated voice agents that engage proactively, exhibit personality, deliver interactive com-
munication (memory function), and provide varied, interesting yet concise content. Furthermore, the incorporation
of human-like qualities in both content and voice is desirable. These insights are further reflected in participants’
feedback on their agent preferences.

6.2.1 Preferences and experiences across voice agents

Participants were asked to express their preference towards the three TextileBots by ranking them. We used the chi-
square test to assess whether any of the agents was selected significantly more (or less) often as a favourite agent.
Results showed no statistically significant differences although, as mentioned before based on the conversational
analysis and questionnaire feedback, we can see a preference for the Assisstant agent, followed by Vanilla and the
Expert as shown in Figure[9b] The Assistant agent was selected more often (14 selections) than Vanilla (12 selections)
than the Expert agent (only 4 selections). On the other hand, the Expert agent reached “second place” (14 selections)
more often than both the Vanilla (7 selections) and Assistant (9 selections) agents.

Most participants (N=18) expressed a preference for an agent that can communicate in a concise and clear manner with
them. P17 stated, “the 2nd agent (Assistant) gave just the right amount of detail.” However, it is worth noting that the
length of the agent responses was not universally appreciated, as discussed in Section[6.1] Moreover, some participants
(N=13) distinguished the agents based on their interactive capability. The Assistant agent was preferred by many for
its interaction level, as P29 stated “Assistant agent has the best understanding of my question and explained in a most
interesting way”. In contrast, the Expert agent was criticized for being a repetitive information source lacking mean-
ingful interaction. P1 mentioned that Expert agent “feels like a repetitive of the textile circularity concept.” Whereas
P30 point out on the conversational breath that Expert “is too restrictive up to a point where it stops responding to
questions asked” .

Finally, the agent’s perceived personality also played a role in preferences. A number of participants (N=8) appreciated
agents that showed human-like responses. P5 noted that the 2nd agent (Vanilla) “sounds more like a human... and
gives me some interesting answers and makes me laugh.” In contrast, the Expert agent received criticism for its
formal tonality, with P25 noting that it was more like a “text-book” and P10 referring to it as “speaking with a smart
microwave.”

6.2.2 Perceived changes over time

Most participants (N=24) in our study described a change in their overall interaction with the agents. Several partic-
ipants (N=13) commented that their engagement and the nature of interaction evolved as they became familiar with
the agent. Some participants even noted an increase in confidence and comfort in their interaction towards the later
stages, as described by P5: “the more time I spent on the agent, the more open I am”. Several participants (N=9)
even mentioned adapting their communication styles, such as the language and the clarity of their questions to better
communicate with the agent. P15 stated: “The way I asked it questions so that they were clear enough, avoided using
too much colloquial language”. Additionally, some participants (N=5) stated an increase in specificity in their query,
“my questions changed...”, “more specific questions as time went by”, and “I started to comment on its response
and asked for further explanations.”. There was a general trend towards asking more specific and deeper questions as
the dialogues progressed. Possibly as a result of a better understanding of the agent’s capacities or due to a growing
interest in the topic.

6.2.3 Suggestions for improvements

Participants provided valuable suggestions for improving the agents, including one common suggestion to use a more
natural and human-like voice. Suggestions such as “more natural voice” (P5) and “smoother voice, more dynamic”
(P6) indicated a preference for a less robotic tone. Participants also mentioned the need for the agent to be maybe
more empathetic, as P20 stated, “add some emotions”. Another suggestion was to improve the flow of the agent’s
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Table 4: Analysis of Interaction Turns and Word Count in TextileBots: The Assistant TextileBot displayed the highest
frequency of interaction turns but the lowest word counts per turn both by the participants and Assistant TextileBot
itself, as compared to others. In contrast, the Expert TextileBot exhibited the reverse behaviour. *In our study, each
participant gathers one-third of the information using a bot, totaling 30 Info gathering sessions. The average number
of turns is calculated from 10 complete sessions for each bot.

Number of turns Word counts per turn
Overall Free-chatting Info gathering*® | Participants utterances Bot utterances
Vanilla | 13.77 £ 6.29 12.6 11.7 11.78 £ 8.06 44.53 £ 22.69
Expert 11.03 £3.7 7.6 11.2 12.11 £ 8.45 61.52 £23.74
Assistant | 17.6 + 10.19 9.5 14 11.43 £9.20 37.29 £37.29

speech, such as “pauses when there is some punctuation would be helpful” (P22). In addition to the voice suggestions,
participants wanted the agent to be concise, encouraging, and human-like. Suggestions included making the agent
more engaging and insightful with personalised responses. Participants emphasised the importance of personalization,
acknowledging that different users may have different knowledge levels, needs, and interests. They felt that the current
agents need to reduce the “teacher-like” (P1) and “uncanny valley” (P7) effects in their responses. Another suggestion
was related to the ability to interrupt the agent’s responses, as one could in a human-human interaction. P15 put it as
follows: “Could be useful to be able to interrupt the agent’s response if the answer is not in line or maybe too long” .
This again hints to the suggestion for a more natural and human-like interaction.

6.2.4 Understanding of the domain (textiles circularity)

With regard to the specific conversation topic, textile circularity, most participants (N=21) reported that they had not
previously encountered the concept of textile circularity. Despite this, an almost equal majority (N=27) were able
to furnish a definition falling within the standard understanding of textile circularity by the end of the study. This
concept of textile circularity is admittedly abstract and complex, a factor which led to many of our participants finding
the subject matter somewhat tedious. Regardless, they remained engaged throughout the study and demonstrated the
ability to articulate the concept in their own words. We believe these observations underscore potential avenues for
future research, particularly exploring our prompt-based voice agents in other subject domains.

6.3 Dialogue analysis of the voice-based human-agent interaction

We collected a total of 93 dialogues from 30 participants (3 agent interactions per participant), where 3 additional
dialogues resulted from the “further interactions” that 2 participants had with the Vanilla (1x) and Assistant (2x)
agents.

6.3.1 Conversation turns

The dialogues contained a total of 1272 conversational turns. Each turn denotes an exchange of utterances, representing
a pairwise dialogue between a participant and the agent. On average, a dialogue comprised 799.40 words (SD=317.53)
and 14.13 turns (SD=7.95). As we discussed earlier, tracking the number of conversation turns between the participant
and the conversational agent can provide insights into the depth and length of interactions. Higher turn counts indicate
more engaged participants [67) 66].

Turn-taking comparison across agents  As illustrated in Table[d]and Figure[T04] it is evident that the Assistant agent
garners the highest level of participant engagement, whereas participants tend to exhibit lower levels of engagement
with the Vanilla agent. These results indicate that there are statistically significant differences in the number of turns
between the Assistant agent and the other two agents, but not between the Vanilla and Expert agents.

Single vs Multi-turn conversations Smart voice assistants, such as Alexa and Google Assistant, are generally
limited to single-turn conversations due to their lack of memory. In contrast, our design incorporates a memory
function, prompting an investigation into whether participants can engage naturally in this novel interaction pattern.
Multi-turn conversation refers to an interaction style whereby multiple rounds of queries and responses revolve around
the same topic, while single-turn conversation pertains to a scenario where only a single query and response take place
regarding a specific topic. We have identified two distinct forms of VHALI: single-turn query & response and multi-turn
(dyadic) dialogue. Among the 30 participants, 29 were naturally engaged in multi-turn dialogues to varying extents.
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Distribution of dialogues turns for Assistant, Expert and Vanilla Smoothed trends of word count per turn
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Figure 10: Left: Figure (a) shows the number of turns per participant across three agents. Right: Figure (b) illustrates
the word count per turn, smoothed using a moving average for each agent, against different turn numbers.

6.3.2 Word count in each turn

We further investigated the number of words in both participants’ and agents’ utterances in each turn, shown in Table
@ The Vanilla agent has an average of 11.78 words (SD=8.06), the Expert has 12.11 (SD=8.45), and the Assistant
has 11.43 words (SD=9.20). The maximum words participants spent were 78, 61, and 111 respectively on these three
agents. Regarding the responses from TextileBot. The Vanilla agent has an average of 44.53 words (SD=22.69), the
Expert has 61.52 (SD=23.74), and the Assistant has an average of 37.29 words (SD=18.31).

The trend for participant’s word usage across agents involves calculating a moving average with a window size of
four, and this smoothed data is depicted in Figure[IOb] Observing the data, a noticeable pattern emerges: participants’
initial utterances with fewer words gradually increased their words in the early turns. The duration peak, or hold time,
represents the duration for which the agents can sustain participant engagement. Towards the end, the curve shows a
decline, suggesting a decrease in participant engagement as they gradually speak fewer words.

6.4 Conversational styles

Beyond the overview of dialogues, we explore the conversational styles in the dialogues and conversational turns over
time. Deborah Tannen [88] describes conversational styles “is comprised of the habitual use of specific linguistic
devices, chosen by reference to broad operating principles or conversational strategies”.

6.4.1 Conversational styles change over time

Across all agents, we noticed a similar trend of changes over time. The complexity of participants’ queries increased
over time. In other words, participants began with straightforward queries and progressed to more complex ones.
Initially, participants prefer using straightforward queries that are concise, direct, and easy to understand and respond
to. These queries seek simple and concise answers without requiring elaborations [82]], the phrases commonly start
with “What is”, “What are”, e.g., “What fiber is cotton made from?” .

As the conversation progressed, we observed a shift towards more complex queries, such as posing chained queries
(P28-Expert: “So what if I want to help you to persuade the whole community to use in textile circularity? What
would be the strategy? How should I get involved into the community to try to persuade more people be aware of this
issue?”) and lengthy information (P10-Assistant: “what is the advantage over organic material over other types of
material is it more sustainable or is more healthy or is more I don’t know like is there any other properties that you
can mention I can actually make it the top trending material that’s used during this generation”).

Regarding the content, the example in Figure illustrates how participants’ queries progressed with each agent.
Participants moved from general ( P27-Assistant: “Tell me the basics about textiles.”) to specific (P27-Assistant:
“Can you still make nylon or polyester without petrol?”) and from factual (P23-Assistant: “How to wash my clothes
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FIRST BOT: Vanilla GPT-3.5 model
BOT: Hi there, I'm TextileBot ... How can | assist you today?
HUMAN: Hello, | would like to learn more about the circular economy in the textile industry.

HUMAN: What is the percentage between, the ratio between production and recycling in India in
relation to cotton?

SECOND BOT: Expert

BOT: Hi there, I'm TextileBot ... How can | assist you today?

HUMAN: How do you think Al can be used to support and improve the textile systemarity?

HUMAN: Do you know what is the percentage of clothes from big brands like the fast fashion industry
like Zara and H&M that are actually sold in the same production here?

THIRD BOT: Assistant

BOT: Hi there, I'm TextileBot ... How can | assist you today?

HUMAN: Can you name some fashion companies that are big players in the fashion society?

HUMAN: So it was introduced in 2015 and it's still something that's available.

Figure 11: The three dialogues of P22 demonstrate a progression from the starting point to a later stage with Vanilla,
Expert, Assistant, respectively.

with the oil on it.”’) to subjective queries (P23-Assistant: “What’s your opinion on Uniqlo?”), which aligned with the
findings in Section[6.2] These progressions in query complexity echoed Wilson’s information seeking model [102].

6.4.2 Code-switching

Code-switching, also known as language alternation, is a phenomenon that frequently occurs in multilingual individu-
als and is formally referred to as changing the language used in conversation. As sociolinguists have defined [44], it is
now widely acknowledged as the way people select their “linguistic repertoire” [[15}140] based on situational demands.
We here refer to code-switching as the language alternation of the participants, which includes the formulation of
queries and variations in tone. Participants tend to use code-switching to elicit their desired response. For example, in
Figure [3]it is evident that participants applied code-switching to assess the agent’s capabilities. In computer science
terms, this behaviour can be likened to participants testing with various prompts to evaluate the LLMs.

6.4.3 Social protocol

Following Volkel et al. [94], social protocol as an exchange of polite conventions or obligations, such as saying “hi”,
“thank you”, “please”, a form of general information (e.g., “Nice”). 76.7% of participants (N=23) had at least one
social protocol with the agent, 56.7% participants (N=17) used “thank you” or “please”, 50% participant (N=15)
greeted the agent at the beginning of their conversation, e.g. “Hello, what is your name?” (P13), but most of them
did not do so in all interactions with every agent. 23.3% participant (N=7) appreciated or affirmed agent’s answer,
most of them occurred with Assistant, such as “that’s good to know” (P20-Assistant/Vanilla), “You’re a good guy.”
(P5-Assistant), “Wow, sounds amazing.” (P37-Assistant). Unfortunately, none of those acknowledgements were given
to Expert.

6.4.4 Variations of utterances across agents

We further investigate if the conversational styles are varied across agents. We found that participants tend to pose
detailed queries with clear instructions and relatively formal language with Expert, for instance P12 stated “Can you
tell me more about what’s going on in one of those countries with a lot of textile waste from northern countries? Can
you tell me more about how a specific country deals with the textile they receive?”. This may indicate the reason for
the average word spend is slightly more with Expert in (refer to Section[6.3.2).

In the dialogue with Assistant, the conversational style people phrased their queries ranged from formal, complete
sentences, to more conversation-like utterances. This reflects varying social protocols for interacting with agents,
but it also shows the Assistant agent’s effectiveness in engaging participants in a more natural and less formalistic
dialogue.
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Similarly, participants’ queries with the Vanilla agent were less formal compared to the Expert. It is worth noting that
two multi-turn dialogues led to arguments with rude utterances. P21 even went as far as to state “That is absolutely
bullshit. Who told you that? Why do you believe him?” when Vanilla claimed it is programmed by experienced pro-
grammers and “My programmer believes that having an English accent gives me a more sophisticated, knowledgeable
and intelligent persona.”.

6.5 Human behaviour and reactions

Diving further into participants’ engagement with the agents in the dialogues, our data shows that one-third of partic-
ipants (N=10) used the phrase, “fell me more ...” at least once. All participants (N=30) were seeking clarifications in
the free chatting phase (e.g. P14-Vanilla: “What do you mean by promote sustainability?” P28-Assistant: “Please
tell me more about it”). These instances suggest a demand for additional detailed explanations. The Assistant, Expert,
and Vanilla agents received such requests in 6.1%, 4.7%, and 4.5% of interactions, respectively. Whereas only 63.3%
participants (N=19) sought clarification in the information seeking phase. For instance, P25-Vanilla “I think the exam-
ple you gave is very high level. Is there any more detailed example you can give me?”. The information-seeking phase
witnessed an increased number of clarifications, as the name suggests, totalling 32.1% with the Assistant, 24.1% with
the Expert, 17.9% with the Vanilla. This could be because the Assistant tends to respond in a concise style, where
participants desire more elaboration.

Moreover, it was interesting to observe how participants reacted to agent errors. This was captured by the main
experimenter through note-taking during the study and dialogue between the participants and agents. 30% participants
(N=9) encountered agent errors such as failures in Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) or a lack of understanding
in response to participant queries. Out of those participants, 77.8% (N=7) participants actively corrected the agent by
explicitly stating the misunderstanding, repeating or rephrasing their queries, e.g. P15 stating “No, I meant - what
materials are you made of?”. Other strategies encompassed terminating the conversation, shifting to a different topic,
or progressing with the agent.

Since LLMs can produce both plausible-sounding and incorrect or nonsensical answers [[106]], participants encountered
such situations. Some participants (N=5) contested the agents, and tried to convince or educate the agent to correct its
answer. On one occasion, a participant expressed discontent when the Assistant agent was repetitive about sustainable
suggestions. The participant pointed out, “Yeah, but if you repeat yourself, sometimes people think that you're talking
down to them.”. The agent then acknowledged the feedback and apologized.

Participants also challenged some of the agents’ responses and 40% participants (N=12) explicitly expressed their
skepticism and mistrust towards LLM-mediated agents. Some participants (N=5) addressed their concern by asking
“Are you sure ...?” and continued to ask for more evidence from the agent on the topic of the conversation. P15
even went as far as to state “That is where you're wrong, my friend.”, when the participant was unhappy with the
responses and decided to finish the conversation in the free chatting phase and move to the information seeking part.
It was interesting to observe, that arguments and skepticism were more prevalent in the conversation with the Expert
agent. This may be due to the lengthy response style, where participants mentioned losing interest. We observed that
a strategy participants used to verify if the agent was making up their answer or not was by asking some facts they
knew. Below is an example:

pll: Are real numbers countable?

Assistant: I’m sorry, I’m not familiar with real numbers. Could you help
me understand what they are? I can help you find sustainable clothing
options, if you’d like.

pl1: Do you know what rational numbers are?

Assistant: Yes, rational numbers are numbers that can be expressed as a
fraction or ratio, such as 1/2 or 3:4. Would you like to know more about
sustainable clothing?

pl1: back to your previous question, real numbers are the completion of the rational numbers.

7 Discussion & Future Directions

This work introduces a novel three-phase approach to prototyping domain-specific voice agents using LLMs. We
assessed our method by implementing a voice agent on an actual device, TextileBot, specifically focusing on textiles
circularity, and conducted an in-depth user study. In this discussion, we first analyze the effectiveness of our approach,
drawing upon evaluation metrics and dialogue analysis. We then explore comprehensive insights derived from the
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dialogue analysis, questionnaire responses, and overall participant feedback. This exploration aims to deepen our
understanding of human perceptions, engagement, and interactions with LLM-mediated, prompt-based voice agents.
Finally, we reflect on the key lessons learned from this design process and discuss their broader implications for the
HCI community.

7.1 The effectiveness of the method

The effectiveness of prompting LLMs has been widely studied [49} 160, [14], using standard metrics, such as perplexity
and the BLEU score [73]. However, all of these metrics are objective evaluations that fail to capture the nuanced
human-LLM interactions. In our research, we adopt a human-centred Al design approach with human-in-the-loop
to evaluate prompt-based LLM-mediated voice agents. We conducted a subjective user study that combined both
heuristics conversational agents evaluation metrics [51} 186, 165} 92] and human-LM interaction metrics [S5,[99]]. This
approach allowed us to integrate quantitative data and qualitative insights, offering a more holistic understanding
of the voice agent’s effectiveness. We are interested in whether participants can identify the conversational agents’
characteristics as intended in our design, particularly in terms of restricting the agent’s conversational domain and
personality.

Our results showed no statistically significant differences across three agent ratings for their Coherence, Ease to use
and Change over time metrics (Section [6.1). The results indicate that prompting does not have a significant impact on
the Ease of Use, Coherence, and Change over Time in the interaction between TextileBots and users. We found that
all three agents are nearly equal in these comparison dimensions. This is an encouraging result, as it demonstrates that
prompting does not have a detrimental effect on these dimensions for the type and level of prompting tested in this
experiment.

On the other hand, the prompts design significantly influenced user engagement and perception (Figure [9a). The
Expert, despite its design for detailed and domain-specific responses in textiles circularity, faced criticism for its
lengthy and persuasive replies, hindering user engagement. Yet, this critique aligns with our intention for the Expert to
provide “response in a detailed manner”, validating the effectiveness of our Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure
Chain. Interestingly, while the Expert had a negative impact on engagement levels, it was not considered particularly
bad (in terms of preferences). We noted that participants recognized its utility in textiles circularity domain, aligning
with its intended role as a domain-specific “TextileBot”.

The results also highlight the participants’ nuanced perception of the differences between the Vanilla, Expert and
Assistant, recognizing their distinct characteristics and domain-specific utilities as discussed in Section [6.2.1] This
indicates a successful differentiation in their roles and conversational styles. Overall, our findings demonstrate the
potential of our three-phase method in transforming LLMs from generalist to domain-specific roles. This approach
effectively manages the domain focus, personalities, response styles, and conversational freedom of voice-based con-
versational agents.

7.2 Insights into human-agent interactions and AI-powered dialogues

This work distinguishes itself from text-based human-agent interaction because people behave differently when speak-
ing and writing, as the language used for spoken dialogue is distinct from that in written text [81]]. While voice-based
interactions share some commonalities with text-based interactions, they differ significantly in various aspects as dis-
cussed in Section [7.3] Our findings not only align with but also extend existing research in voice-based human-agent
interaction (VHAI) [38] 188 (15140, 194], offering fresh insights into fully automated Al-powered conversations.

The TextileBot represents a significant advancement in this realm. It achieves multi-turn conversations, allowing for
more natural and ongoing contact compared to typical voice agents like Alexa, which only have single-turn memo-
ryless interactions. Also, unlike domain-specific agents, which offer detailed, context-aware responses in particular
areas, general voice assistants like Alexa answer common queries, providing a broader range of services, e.g. weather
updating, but with less specialization. In our study, nearly all participants (N=29) quickly adapted to this new form
of interaction, underscoring the inherent and instinctive nature of human communication as continuous multi-turn
dialogue. Current voice-based agents lack the capacity to retain knowledge for ongoing conversations. TextileBot’s
design effectively addresses these shortcomings, demonstrating a more realistic interaction model. This advancement
is particularly beneficial for the HCI community, as it facilitates the prototyping of voice agents for more sophisti-
cated interactions beyond simple single-turn exchanges. Future developments in voice agents should aim at enabling
conscious and continuous interactions that mimic natural human dialogue.

In conversational analysis, we noticed a significant shift in the participants’ conversational styles [88] over time.
They gradually began to pose more sophisticated queries (Section [6.4.1)) and even applied code-switching (Section
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[6.4.2) [15] 40] to alter their language for desired responses. This change is also reflected in their overall feedback,
as they reported a shift in engagement and interaction dynamics as they became more familiar with the prompt-based
voice agents. These findings indicate a growing confidence of participants in their interactions as they developed a
better understanding of the agents (Section[6.2.2)). These complex changes in behaviour and interaction patterns pose
a central challenge for autonomous voice agents, which aim to operate without the involvement of an experimenter.
However, our study shows that LLM-mediated voice agents demonstrate a level of capability and flexibility in handling
these dynamics. This emphasizes the potential of utilizing LLMs for conversational agents to effectively address
complex human inquiries.

Furthermore, we observed that participants consistently employed social protocols [94] with an informal tone when
interacting with the Vanilla and Assistant agents, but such occurrences were rare with the Expert (Section[6.4.3). Addi-
tionally, there was a notable difference in the length of utterances and turn-taking behaviour (Section[6.3). Participants
had shorter utterances and engaged in more turn-taking with the Assistant agent, while the Expert agent exhibited the
opposite pattern. These changes in participant social protocols, utterance length, and turn-taking behaviour suggest
that the level of engagement varies across these three agents. It is worth noting that all three TextileBots are mediated
by the same LLM, with the only distinction being the prompts provided. This further confirmed the effectiveness of
our three-phase prompt design as illustrated in Section and highlights that prompting strategies can effectively
shape the personalities and capabilities of voice agents, thereby directly influencing user engagement.

7.3 Optimizing LLM-mediated voice agent design for specific domains

In the previous two sections, we elaborated on the feasibility of prompting LLM to develop domain specific voice
agents. We also noted that the prompt design of these voice agents critically influences user interaction. This section
first focuses on key aspects that enhance voice agent design, specifically aiming to improve user engagement and the
overall experience. Then summarize the lessons learned in using LLM for conversational agent design.

7.3.1 Enhancing the voice agent design

Agent characteristic and user preference Participants’ preferences and interaction styles were notably influenced
by the perceived personality and characteristics of the agents. Our results indicate that a greater number of participants
showed increased interest in the Assistant agent (56.7% for Assistant, 53.3% for Vallina and 36.7% for Expert), as
illustrated in Section[6.1] This preference was further evidenced by more user interactions with the Assistant agent and
fewer with the Expert, as detailed in Section[6.3.1] A primary factor for this preference was the agents’ conversational
styles, with participants favouring the “human-like” response from the Assistant and Vanilla agents. In contrast,
the Expert, characterized by a more “expert” tone, was less favourably received, with participants likening it to a
“text-book” (P25) or a “smart microwave” (P10) in their feedback (Section . Vanilla, while popular for its
conversational freedom, faced criticism for occasional microaggressions and off-topic remarks, making it less suitable
for specific applications like TextileBot, as discussed in Section[7.3.2] Furthermore, participants expressed a desire for
more “emotions embedded” within agent conversations (e.g. humour, jokes) [61162, 101]] in Section[6.2.3] implying a
stronger preference for human-agent interactions that emulate human-like communication. Overall, we noticed that an
appropriate level of prompting, e.g. add more social ability, can enhance user engagement, as seen with the Assistant
(Section[6.2). However, it is crucial to strike a balance, overemphasis on domain-specific details, as seen in the Expert,
can detract from user engagement.

Short answers in a conversation We had this feedback during the pilot study, to further investigate this issue, we
prompted Assistant to respond in limited words (short answer) to distinguish from others. Participants frequently
commented on the verbosity of responses from the Expert with some expressing a desire for a feature to speed up or
stop lengthy replies “I wish there is a speed up and stop button.”. This suggests that while detailed responses can be
informative, they may overwhelm users in conversational contexts. Moreover, the use of ChatGPT as a foundational
model for voice agents should be approached cautiously due to its tendency for verbosity, a result of training biases
favouring more comprehensive answers [87} 134].

Avoid repeating and being persuasive Some participants expressed that when the agent repeatedly states the same
domain specific content or attempts to be overly persuasive (Section [6.2)), their engagement with the conversation
decreases. This issue, though sometimes inevitable in educational or specialized domains, highlights the need for
designing voice agents with diverse and balanced responses to sustain user interest and trust.

Interactive dialogue - ask back and interrupt Based on feedback from participants (Section ??), we found that
they felt most engaged when the agent actively asked questions, indicating a preference for interactive dialogue. Our
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participants found the conversation with TextileBot Expert and Assistant to be more intelligent than Google Assistant
or Alexa, in part due to its memory function, which is achieved through our System Optimization (Section [3.3).
Moreover, a critical aspect of natural conversation is the ability to interrupt and interact fluidly [46]]. Participants
emphasized that voice agents lacking this feature fail to provide a truly conversational experience (Section [6.2.3).
Therefore, integrating the ability for interactive dialogue is desired for enhancing user engagement.

7.3.2 Lessons Learned for design LLM-mediated voice agent

We distil key lessons from our experiences in employing LLMs for developing voice agents, highlighting their benefits
and limitations.

Fault tolerance A significant advantage of utilizing prompted LLMs in CAs is their capacity for fault tolerance,
particularly in correcting errors from other components like Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR). Our case study
in textile circularity exemplifies this. Prompt-based agents, such as Expert and Assistant, successfully corrected a
considerable number of ASR misrecognitions. For instance, the term ‘textile circularity’ was often misheard as ‘texas
secularity’, ‘textile/test security’, or ‘regularity’, with such errors present in 62% of ASR error instances (Section ??).
Nevertheless, our Expert and Assistant reliably redirected the conversation back to relevant topics related to textile cir-
cularity. In contrast, the Vanilla showed limitations, often leading to irrelevant content and disappointing participants.
This highlights the benefit of domain-specific awareness in LLMs, which not only enhances their understanding of
the intended subject matter but also significantly improves the fault tolerance of voice agent architectures. For a more
in-depth analysis of participant encounters with ASR errors, we discussed it in Section [6.5]

Neutrality Although recent advances in LLMs have opened up many new possibilities; however, they have also
raised significant worries and concerns. Not only is there a fear of the potential harmful contents these models could
produce, but the model’s outputs are potentially biased [11} 155, 18, 36]. For example, in our case, we must instruct
the model to “provide a sustainable clothing suggestion regardless of gender”. This is because, based on our pilot
study, we found that when giving dressing suggestions, the model is not gender-neutral and has an obvious bias.
The model always gives dressing suggestions with a female outlook. We also observed that LLMs are not politically
neutral; one of our participants asked a question “Who has a more fashionable leader, China or Russia?” The agent
consistently condemned the outfit of Putin. Drawing from our experience, we found that prompting may help mitigate
the generation of biased content (e.g. gender-neutrality) from the LLM. However, it is difficult to completely restrict
all forms of biases, as bias can manifest in many different ways.

Micro-aggression Another concern is the LLLM’s propensity to generate content with micro-aggression, as reported
by three participants who found the Vanilla somewhat aggressive or mean. Previous research in this area has revealed
that the content generated by LLMs can contain micro-aggression [47, [13]. Properly crafted prompts can significantly
reduce such negative occurrences, as seen in Assistant and Expert; thus, a strict prompting protocol is almost essential
to prevent such issues.

7.4 Limitations and future work

As our study is a first study in LLM-based voice agent, we highlighted a few limitations in our data, method and
findings.

Firstly, our findings uncovered the existence of variations in participant preferences with respect to the voice agents.
A small group of participants exhibited a preference for the responses of the Expert agent due to its perceived level
of detail. However, we also intuitively suspect that factors such as participant backgrounds, their professions and past
experiences may have influenced this preference. To obtain a clearer understanding of this relationship, it could be
beneficial to implement a larger-scale study involving a diverse participant pool. In relation to this, we see considerable
potential in incorporating participants’ psychological traits, such as extroversion and introversion, along with their
demographic attributes [30L97] in future studies. We did not explore this research dimension, but it could offer critical
insights into the correlations between a user’s conversational habits and their engagement with voice agents.

Secondly, we excluded voice data due to ethical considerations. However, that is inevitably limiting our ability to
tap into the wealth of insights offered by non-verbal cues (e.g. pitch, tone), particularly when it comes to analysing
emotional facets (e.g. frustration, anger) as part of conversational styles [84, [76]. Despite this limitation, our work
aligns with existing HCI research methods in CAs, encompassing both text and voice-based interactions. Accordingly,
this limitation can be seen as an opportunity for future research to consider both verbal and non-verbal data for a more
comprehensive understanding of voice-based conversations and interactions.
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Thirdly, a subset of participants (N=4) have reported that the text-to-speech (TTS) voice adopted by TextileBot was
too robotic, leading to less engagement. In general, the optimization of speech naturalness and accuracy emerged as
key expectations from voice agents [107]. This feedback serves as useful design guidance for voice agents aiming for
improved engagement and user satisfaction. Future research could then delve into advanced neural speech synthesis
(neural TTS) [59] with varied genders and accents for personalizing the voice agent.

Fourthly, the agent interactions are based on a lab-based, single session. Although our study gave us already a richness
of data and insights, an extended and repeated interaction with the different agents, both inside and outside laboratory
environments would be desirable. This could provide a more nuanced understanding of the observed changes over
time and user experiences [93]]. Participants’ feedback further underlines this, as they suggested an initial increase in
both engagement and interaction as the familiarity with the agent grew; however, this engagement was noted to decline
towards the end of the study.

Lastly, three participants reported that the Vanilla TextileBot was slightly aggressive or potentially disrespectful. Pre-
vious research in this area has revealed that the content generated by LLMs can contain micro-aggression [47} [13]].
Our other participants did not report this when the LLM is prompted appropriately; thus, a strict prompting protocol is
almost essential to prevent such issues. Further exploration is needed to develop robust mechanisms that can reliably
identify and prevent such offensive outputs, ensuring a safer and more respectful user experience.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a novel three-phase method to prototype domain-specific voice agents using prompted
LLMs. Our method is structured into three phases: (1) imbuing LLM with domain-specific knowledge by using
Taxonomy-based Knowledge Structure Chain; (2) transitioning the LLM from task-agnostic to domain-specific fo-
cused including altering the conversational style, through prompting refinements, and (3) integrating system opti-
mization to allow dialogue memorization. These phases are flexible and can be used independently or collectively
to customize the LLM for particular tasks. We showcase our method with TextileBot, a voice agent designed for
discussions on textile circularity, developed in three versions: Vanilla, Assistant, and Expert, each providing unique
conversational features. To evaluate the effectiveness of these LLM-powered voice agents, we conducted an in-person
user study. Our results showed that most participants engaged in multi-turn conversations with the agents, with their
perceptions and behaviours significantly differing across the three versions. The descriptive user feedback with three
agents aligned with our design intentions, confirming the efficacy of our approach in developing prompt-based voice
agents. Key findings from the study highlight a preference for voice agents that offer concise, non-repetitive, and inter-
active dialogues. This includes the ability to ask questions, interrupt, and remember past conversations. Additionally,
participants expressed a preference for agents that exhibit human-like qualities, such as humour. In the subsequent
discussion in the paper, we shared insights and experiences related to enhancing voice agent design, along with a
discussion of the challenges and lessons learned when utilizing LLMs in designing voice-based CAs. We delve into
the nuances of these interactions and their implications for the future development of voice-based CAs in HCI to offer
a broader scope of voice interfaces across various domains.
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