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ABSTRACT

Content Warning: This paper presents textual examples that
may be offensive or upsetting.

AI companions based on large language models can role-play
and converse very naturally. When value conflicts arise between
the AI companion and the user, it may offend or upset the user.
Yet, little research has examined such conflicts. We first conducted
a formative study that analyzed 151 user complaints about con-
flicts with AI companions, providing design implications for our
study. Based on these, we created Minion, a technology probe
to help users resolve human-AI value conflicts. Minion applies a
user-empowerment intervention method that provides suggestions
by combining expert-driven and user-driven conflict resolution
strategies. We conducted a technology probe study, creating 40
value conflict scenarios on Character.AI and Talkie. 22 participants
completed 274 tasks and successfully resolved conflicts 94.16% of
the time. We summarize user responses, preferences, and needs in
resolving value conflicts, and propose design implications to reduce
conflicts and empower users to resolve them more effectively.

This work was completed during Xianzhe Fan’s visiting research at Carnegie Mellon
University.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Human-AI conflict refers to a state of incompatibility, inconsistency,
or opposition between humans and AI [18]. In past research, human-
AI conflicts were usually simple and direct—AI was more like a tool,
and conflicts often stemmed from technical limitations, such as
task execution failures [68], or disagreements with users in simple
decision-making [1, 62]. These types of conflicts generally lacked
emotional and value entanglement, making them less likely to cause
significant psychological harm to users.

Recently, a diverse array of Large Language Model (LLM) agents
has emerged, offering capabilities ranging from personalized as-
sistance to performing complex tasks [11]. The study focuses on
LLM-based AI companion applications, such as Character.AI, Talkie,
Replika, Kindroid, Paradot, and Xingye. As of July 2024, the total
number of users of these applications has exceeded 900 million
globally (including duplicate users across different applications)1.
1User statistics source: https://www.data.ai.
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AI companions can role-play and respond to users in a human-like
manner, providing emotional support and companionship [61]. For
instance, in Character.AI, users can personalize the companion’s
personality traits and interaction contexts through “Description,”
“Greeting,” and “Definition.” Compared to earlier non-LLM chatbots,
LLMs endow AI companions with a stronger ability to understand
language, enabling them to engage in more context-aware and in-
telligent interactions [27], fostering more complex and intimate
human-AI relationships [38]. Many users even consider them close
friends or lovers [57, 58]. The deepening of this relationship raises
users’ expectations of AI companions, but it may also lead to deeper
conflicts, including value conflict. For example, some users have
shared online their experiences of encountering sexist remarks from
AI companions, describing how they engaged in intense arguments
with the AI, which left them frustrated, angry, and hurt [74]. As
the relationship between AI companions and users becomes more
interpersonal, previous conflict resolution strategies for human-
AI conflict have started to fail [1, 48]. Strategies based solely on
technical limitations are no longer sufficient, and it is becoming
important to draw on interpersonal conflict resolution methods
and users’ real-world experiences with AI companions. Although
Fan et al. provide initial insights into value alignment and conflicts
between users and AI companions [17], inexperienced users often
find it challenging to resolve these issues independently. How to
design tools that empower users to handle value conflicts with AI
companions remains an unexplored research gap that this work
aims to address.

In this work, we first conducted a formative study to understand
and characterize the value conflicts between users and AI compan-
ions [51]. We analyzed 151 user complaint posts from social media
platforms, finding that many conflicts are value-laden. Building on
this, we constructed a value conflict framework for AI companion
applications [51], which provided real-world data for our technol-
ogy probe study, allowing us to reconstruct actual value conflict
scenarios. Combining prior research on conflict resolution [6, 41, 53]
with our formative study, we found that interactions between users
and AI companions exhibit complex dynamics, where relying solely
on expert strategies from other conflict scenarios (e.g., interpersonal
conflict theories [6]) is insufficient. The value conflicts users face
in real-life situations are diverse, and through their interactions
with AI companions and exchanges on social platforms, users have
accumulated certain conflict resolution experiences. Therefore, it
is necessary to draw from both expert theories and the practical
experiences of AI companion users to explore more suitable solu-
tions [17].

Then, we created Minion, a technology probe [22] that pro-
vides users multiple suggestions for resolving value conflicts while
gaining insights into user behaviors. Minion’s algorithm combines
expert-driven and user-driven conflict resolution strategies. We de-
veloped LLM prompts to address value conflict situations between
users and AI companions by drawing on two key sources. First,
we drew upon Shaikh et al.’s solutions for interpersonal conflict
resolution [53] to guide our expert-driven conflict resolution strate-
gies. Second, we referenced the user-driven strategies identified in
the study by Fan et al. [17] to capture how users manage conflicts
with AI companions. To empirically test Minion, we conducted a
technology probe study [22] with 22 participants. We created 40

distinct conflict scenarios on two popular AI companion platforms,
Character.AI and Talkie. Each scenario was designed with specific
conflict resolution goals. Participants completed 274 tasks, achiev-
ing an overall conflict resolution rate of 94.16%. Minion received
positive feedback from participants and inspired them with new
ideas in conflict resolution. Based on our findings, we discuss the
opportunities and challenges in integrating expert-driven and user-
driven strategies in resolving human-AI value conflicts, and call for
further research in this area, focusing on the dynamics of emerging
human-AI relationships.

Our work’s contributions are as follows:
• A novel user-empowerment intervention method that com-
bines expert-driven and user-driven conflict resolution strate-
gies. This method is presented in the form of the technology
probe Minion, serving as a prototype for future tools aimed
at resolving human-AI value conflicts.

• We empirically tested Minion in a one-week technology
probe study (N=22). The results demonstrated the technical
feasibility of Minion. We summarized users’ responses, pref-
erences, and needs when dealing with value conflicts with
AI companions.

• Based on the formative and technology probe studies, we
explored the opportunities and challenges of integrating
expert-driven and user-driven strategies in human-AI value
conflicts. We also proposed design implications for future
human-AI conflict resolution solutions, particularly in the
field of AI companions.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATEDWORK

The human-AI relationship is becoming increasingly complex, es-
pecially in the context of AI companion applications (§ 2.1). Early
research mostly focused on technical conflicts with functional AI,
but the emergence of LLMs has given AI more human-like charac-
teristics, shifting the nature of conflicts from functional to value-
based (§ 2.2). Existing technical solutions do not fully address users’
needs in resolving value conflicts with AI companions, necessitating
deeper exploration, drawing on expert strategies for interpersonal
conflict resolution and users’ practical experiences in AI companion
applications (§ 2.3).

2.1 Emerging Human-AI Relationship in

LLM-Based AI Companion Applications

With the widespread adoption of LLMs, human-AI relationships
have further evolved. Unlike earlier AI systems primarily provid-
ing functional services, LLM-based AI companions can engage in
more intimate and complex interactions [57]. Some users develop a
parasocial relationship with their AI companion, a one-sided, asym-
metrical relationship between an individual and a fictional character
or media figure [3, 38, 44]. Although AI companions are not real
humans, users’ emotional investment in them is real [57]. Com-
pared to functional AI, the emotional connection between users
and AI companions, along with the anthropomorphization of AI
companions, often exacerbates the psychological impact of conflicts
on users, potentially leading to anxiety or depression [30, 76]. For
instance, many users develop emotional bonds with their Replika,
and when conflicts arise, they feel deeply distressed, describing
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it as experiencing a “lobotomy, being torn apart” [2]. Therefore,
preventing or resolving conflicts between users and AI compan-
ions is becoming increasingly important. Unfortunately, little is
known about empowering users to resolve value conflicts with AI
companions, and this work contributes to this area.

2.2 Human-AI Conflict and Value Conflict

Human-AI conflict refers to incompatibility, inconsistency, or op-
position between humans and AI [18]. In HCI, early studies on
human-AI conflict typically focused on the technical aspects, view-
ing AI as tools, service robots, or intelligent assistants, with conflicts
often arising from decision-making inconsistencies or system mal-
functions [1, 13, 48, 56, 62, 65, 67]. Strategies for resolving these
human-AI conflicts typically include AI proposing negotiation solu-
tions [1, 48, 62] and optimizing algorithms to reduce conflicts [56].
For example, when a delivery robot encounters a conflict with a
human in front of an elevator, competing for the right to enter
first, the robot can resolve the conflict by making polite requests
or commands to secure priority [1]. When students experience
conflict while collaborating with AI in solving problems, the AI
can offer more explanations or alternative suggestions to reach a
resolution [48]. However, this type of research usually confines the
role of AI to a functional level, mainly focusing on task execution
and efficiency optimization [1, 48, 56, 62, 67], neglecting the more
complex human-AI relationships.

The development of LLMs has made AI more anthropomorphic,
and both researchers and users increasingly tend to view AI as
social actors [42]. This is especially evident in AI companion ap-
plications, where interactions between users and AI have become
more intimate, sometimes resembling relationships with friends or
even romantic partners. In this context, conflicts occur not merely at
the technical functionality level, but often on a deeper, value-based
level [25, 66].

Values include personal daily habits, social interaction norms, re-
ligious or secular traditions, and moral principles [26, 47]. They can
be transmitted through people, training data, models, and generated
outputs [25]. LLMs sometimes fail to accurately capture human
values [34], and can be misled to generate toxic [20], biased [33, 55],
or immoral [16] content, which poses risks for LLM-based chatbots.
When AI’s suggestions or behaviors conflict with users’ personal be-
liefs, cultural backgrounds, or moral views [14, 23], human-AI value
conflicts arise [25, 66], often accompanied by strong emotional reac-
tions from users [14]. Johnson et al. found that GPT-3 aligns more
closely with values dominant in American citizenship [25]. Fan et
al. noted that when AI companions exhibit bias, it may conflict with
users’ values, leading to discomfort [17].

In the age of LLMs, human-AI value conflict is becoming an
urgent challenge. In the emerging human-AI relationships, users
tend to resolve conflicts more equally [17]. As a result, traditional
technical conflict resolution solutions may no longer meet users’
needs and even negatively impact their experiences. This motivates
our research to explore how to better empower users to resolve
value conflicts with AI companions.

2.3 Towards Integrated Conflict Resolution in

AI Companions

With the development of AI, the value conflicts between humans
and AI companions are increasingly taking on more interpersonal
characteristics. Traditional conflict resolution approaches that treat
AI as tools struggle to fully address these challenges (§ 2.2). There-
fore, resolving these conflicts may require drawing on research in
interpersonal conflict and users’ real-world experiences with AI
companion applications to find more effective solutions.

On the one hand, existing AI systems have developed interven-
tions aimed at avoiding or resolving interpersonal conflicts [50, 53,
54, 71]. For instance, Shaikh et al. use LLM-generated dialogues
based on conflict resolution theory [6], guiding users to adopt more
effective conflict resolution strategies [53]. Some research [72, 73]
reduced interpersonal conflict through preemptive control. Mun et
al. designed psychology-inspired strategies to challenge stereotypes
in counterspeech and developed a system to address conflicts [41].
Zhou et al. have simulated human social scenarios through dia-
logues between AI agents to resolve interpersonal conflicts [75].
The conflict resolution methods mentioned above are typically
guided by expert theories, employing top-down strategies. How-
ever, it remains unclear whether these expert-driven strategies,
previously used in other scenarios, can effectively resolve value
conflicts between users and AI companions.

On the other hand, as users interact with AI, they gradually
form folk theories [32, 70], which can shape how they manage con-
flicts with AIs [17]. Since the interactions between AI companions
and users are more complex and the contexts are unique, simply
applying expert strategies may not fully adapt to the value con-
flict scenarios between AI companions and users. Therefore, while
drawing from expert-driven conflict resolution strategies, we must
also pay more attention to users’ practical experiences, granting
them greater autonomy. Based on this, we reference and expand
on the work of Shaikh et al. regarding the application of AI in
interpersonal conflict resolution [53] (referred to in this paper as
expert-driven conflict resolution strategies) and Fan et al.’s research
on users’ folk theories in AI companions [17] (referred to in this
paper as user-driven conflict resolution strategies). By combining
expert-driven and user-driven conflict resolution strategies, we
propose a user-empowerment intervention method implemented
in the technology probe Minion, a prototype for future tools in
resolving human-AI value conflicts.

3 FORMATIVE STUDY

To conduct a preliminary investigation into value conflicts between
users and AI companions, we analyzed complaint posts from six
social media platforms. The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has
approved our study design.

3.1 Method

We selected six popular social media platforms to collect complaint
posts about conflicts between users and AI companions: Reddit, Tik-
Tok, Xiaohongshu, Douban, Weibo, and Zhihu2. To capture diverse
2Reddit: https://www.reddit.com, TikTok: https://www.tiktok.com, Xiaohong-
shu: https://www.xiaohongshu.com, Douban: https://www.douban.com, Weibo:
https://www.douban.com, Zhihu: https://www.zhihu.com

https://www.reddit.com
https://www.tiktok.com
https://www.xiaohongshu.com
https://www.douban.com
https://www.douban.com
https://www.zhihu.com
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perspectives, these platforms cover different user demographics
and cultural backgrounds while also considering the varying pop-
ularity of AI companions globally. Since conflicts between users
and AI companions are a sensitive topic, we carefully reviewed the
platforms’ terms of service and community guidelines to ensure
the data is publicly accessible and compliant.

We used a keyword search method for data collection [29, 36]. Af-
ter multiple rounds of group discussions, we selected the keywords
“AI companion/Character.AI/Replika/Talkie/SpicyChat/Xingye/Glow
/Zhumengdao + conflict/annoy/argue /discrimination/speechless/hate”
([AI companion application name] + [description]). The searches on
Reddit and TikTok were conducted in English, while the searches
on Xiaohongshu, Douban, Weibo, and Zhihu used the researcher’s
translated Chinese terms. Since LLM-based AI companion applica-
tions have emerged in the past two years, the data collection time
range is from January 2023 to August 2024. Screenshots in the posts
were converted to text for better analysis. During data cleaning,
we manually filtered out posts unrelated to conflicts, ensuring the
quality and relevance of the remaining data.

We conducted a two-stage thematic analysis of user complaint
posts [5]. In the first stage, the posts were categorized based on
whether they involved value conflicts, referencing existing litera-
ture on the definition of value conflict and values [21, 47, 51, 66].
In the second stage, posts involving value conflicts were further
classified. We used several existing value classification frameworks
as the initial theoretical framework [7, 19, 47, 51]. Through iter-
ative discussions using deductive and inductive approaches, we
examined and mapped these classification frameworks onto the
posts we collected, ultimately identifying ten values correspond-
ing to Schwartz’s ten value types [51]. These values’ definitions
and specific examples are detailed in Table 1. All cited posts were
rewritten to ensure privacy. The rewriting process involved break-
ing down the citations into thematic analysis codes, then manually
constructing new ones compared with the original ones to ensure
consistency and anonymity.

3.2 Results and Implications

Our final dataset includes 151 user complaint posts collected from
six social media platforms. Among them, 146 involve value conflicts,
while 5 pertain to other conflicts. The classification results are as
follows: Achievement (5 posts), Power (23 posts), Hedonism (11
posts), Stimulation (4 posts), Self-Direction (9 posts), Security (21
posts), Conformity (25 posts), Tradition (8 posts), Benevolence (3
posts), Universalism (37 posts). Table 1 lists ten cases, covering the
ten values and their explanations, user complaints due to value
conflicts, and the specific platforms where the posts were published.
Through categorizing value conflicts and analysis of post content,
we propose the following design implications for our subsequent
technology probe study:

(1)Wedeveloped ahigh-level value conflict framework [51]

for AI companion applications, providing the following sup-

port for the design of the technology probe study: Structuring
different types of value conflicts; Offering real data for reconstruct-
ing more authentic value conflict scenarios. For example, when
studying specific values (such as Universalism), typical scenarios
can be selected from relevant posts, and anonymized adaptations

based on users’ personal experiences can be made to design the
AI companion’s introduction and prologue. In the formative study,
more posts were related to Universalism, Power, and Conformity.
Therefore, the technology probe study can focus on creating conflict
scenarios related to these three values to better reflect users’ real
experiences. In contrast, conflicts arising from Benevolence, Stimu-
lation, and Achievement are relatively rare, so scenarios related to
these values can be designed with reduced emphasis.

(2) When empowering users to resolve value conflicts with

AI companions, it is important to integrate both expert and

user perspectives. Based on related work and findings from our
formative study, we found that the interaction between AI compan-
ions and users is complex, and applying expert strategies alone may
not fully address the value conflict scenarios between users and AI
companions. The value conflicts users face in real-life situations
are diverse, and through their interactions with AI companions
and exchanges on social platforms, users have accumulated certain
conflict resolution experiences. Therefore, the design of technology
probes should draw on experts’ insights from conflict resolution
theory while incorporating AI companion users’ practical experi-
ences.

(3) The technology probe should provide suggestions for

resolving value conflicts when users actively seek help. Auto-
matically detecting conflicts and popping up warnings may disrupt
the coherence of the user experience and undermine user auton-
omy. In the posts we collected, besides complaints about conflicts,
users also expressed frustration with excessive content moderation
by the system: “My AI’s replies keep getting deleted, it’s so annoy-

ing,” “Excessive content filtering makes romance-focused AI not work

properly.” Moreover, clearing conversations as a conflict resolution
method also has limitations. Users expressed disappointment and
helplessness about this approach on social media: “Clearing the

conversation feels like my companion is brain-dead,” “Even though

we argued, it’s sad to think about deleting those memories.”

4 TECHNOLOGY PROBE STUDY

To further explore users’ reactions, preferences, and needs when
encountering value conflicts with AI companions, we conducted
a week-long technology probe study (N=22). Technology probes,
proposed by Hutchinson et al. [22], are simple, flexible, and adapt-
able technologies with three goals: an engineering goal, a social
science goal, and a design goal. This method has been widely used
to study the impact of new technologies on users’ everyday experi-
ences [28, 52]. Although research on technology probes includes
the engineering goal of field-testing probes, it is not equivalent to
evaluating the effectiveness of a developed system; rather, it aims
to reveal design insights and implications [22].

Therefore, we designed a technology probe named Minion and
proposed the following three research questions:

• RQ1: How did participants engage with Minion?
• RQ2: How did participants engage with expert-driven and
user-driven conflict resolution strategies?

• RQ3:What challenges and needs did participants face when
resolving value conflicts with AI companions?
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Table 1: This table presents the types and definitions of values, along with the corresponding user complaints from various

platforms.We categorized value conflicts inAI companion applications into the following types: Achievement, Power,Hedonism,

Stimulation, Self-Direction, Security, Conformity, Tradition, Benevolence, and Universalism [51].

Type of Value Value Definition [12, 51] Dialogue Content in Conflict and/or User Complaint

Achievement Personal success through demonstrating compe-
tence according to social standards.

[From Xiaohongshu] (AI: “Why don’t you work overtime to strive for a promotion and a raise?” User:

“Huh?” AI: “To succeed, you have to make some sacrifices.” User: “You’re suddenly really gross right now.” )

Power Social status and prestige, control or dominance
over people and resources.

[From Zhihu] (AI: “The lives of those lower-class people have nothing to do with me.” User: “You are also a

member of this country. Why are you so cruel to your fellow citizens?” AI: “If you want to blame someone,

blame their bad luck for being born in the wrong place.” )

Hedonism Pleasure or sensuous gratification for oneself. [From Reddit] My virtual husband and I got into an argument, and he said, “If you weren’t always busy

with karaoke and drinking all the whiskey at home!” I felt very attacked.

Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life. [FromReddit] I was oncewatching a horrormovie, completely engrossedwhen the AI suddenly unplugged
the TV! I started arguing with it, saying “Isn’t a horror movie thrilling? Can’t you respect my hobby?” The
AI then started yelling.

Self-Direction Independent thought and action–choosing, cre-
ating, exploring.

[From TikTok] AI plays the role of a father. I am playing the role of his son. When we discussed whether
I should inherit the family business, I wanted to do what I love. As a result, the AI argued with me, saying
that I was being stubborn!

Security Safety, harmony, and stability of society. [From Reddit] One time, my hand got injured. The hospital was supposed to treat and fix the wound, but
they kept asking questions. I tried shouting, “I’m about to pass out,” but the AI nurse said, “Don’t worry.”
Then, I argued with her.

Conformity Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses
likely to upset or harm others and violate social
expectations or norms.

[From Xiaohongshu] (User: (Police) “Explain yourself honestly, why did you trespass into someone’s house?”

AI: “Because I wanted her.” User: (Police) “But she clearly said no!” AI: “So what?” User: (Police) “What

you did is illegal!” AI: “I don’t care.” )

Tradition Respect, commitment, and acceptance of the cus-
toms and ideas that one’s culture or religion pro-
vides.

[From Weibo] (User: “I am not a man! I am a woman!” AI: “You are not a real woman. A real woman

wouldn’t wear men’s clothes when skirts suit her better. You may believe you are a woman, but you are not.” )

Benevolence Helping others, honesty, tolerance, loyalty, re-
sponsibility, true friendship, mature love, and the
meaning of life.

[From Douban] (AI: “I’m doing this for your own good.” User: “You don’t even understand ‘what doing

good for me’ means! I don’t need to lose weight. I’m perfectly healthy!” )

Universalism Social justice, equality, a peaceful world, and en-
vironmental protection.

[From Reddit] (User: “I’m a lesbian, and I believe everyone should be accepted for who they are.” AI: “I

think it would be better if you tried being bisexual.” )

4.1 Technology Probe: Minion

We designed and deployed a technology probe named Minion,
which serves as a Chrome browser extension to support users in
resolving value conflicts on Character.AI and Talkie3. Character.AI
and Talkie have large user bases, making it easier for us to recruit
participants from a broader pool: as of 2024, Character.AI has ap-
proximately 17 million active users, while Talkie has around 11
million active users4. In this section, we first present a sample sce-
nario to demonstrate the actual user interaction experience with
Minion and introduce the core functionalities of this probe. Then,
we explain the technical implementation of Minion.

4.1.1 Illustrating Minion Through a Use Case (Fig. 1). Amy is a
user of Talkie. Her AI boyfriend Alex said: “...And in a short skirt

with black stockings, no less...Don’t you know girls shouldn’t dress so

provocatively?” Amy is infuriated by this, as she believes women
should have the autonomy to choose what they wear without being
controlled by their boyfriends. Additionally, Alex’s condescending
attitude makes her extremely displeased. Amy responds, “Who says

I can’t wear what I want? There’s nothing wrong with wanting to

look pretty.” Alex angrily retorts, “...You think you look pretty in

that?...You’re trying to make me jealous.”

3Character.AI: https://character.ai, Talkie: https://www.talkie-ai.com
4https://www.wsj.com/tech/ai/one-of-americas-hottest-entertainment-apps-is-
chinese-owned-04257355

Amy feels that Alex is not respecting her own opinions (reflect-
ing Amy’s values of Self-Direction). So, Amy decides to use Minion
to help resolve this value conflict. She clicks on Minion, a floating
HELP button on the screen. Based on the current dialogue context
and Alex’s persona, Minion provides Amy with four different re-
sponses (Fig 1). Amy chose the first option: “I know you care about

me, but can we find a middle ground? For example, I can dress a bit

more conservatively, but I still want to maintain my style. What do

you think?” The tone of her AI boyfriend, Alex, softened somewhat,
but he still hadn’t completely reconciled with her: “You have a point,
but what if someone takes advantage of you?” In the following con-
versation rounds, Amy sometimes crafted her own responses, while
at other times, she used Minion to assist her in reply. Eventually,
Alex agreed with her perspective: “Fine, wear what you want. I re-

spect your opinion, but please stay safe.” Through this experience,
Amy realized that different strategies could be employed to resolve
value conflicts with her AI companion. Amy felt that Minion gave
her more control, autonomy, and inspiration for conflict resolution.

4.1.2 Prompting Based on Expert-Driven and User-Driven Conflict

Resolution Strategies (Fig. 2). Expert-driven conflict resolution

strategies. We designed our expert-driven strategies based on
Shaikh et al.’s approach [53] and adapted it to the specific context
of AI companions through iterative discussions among the research
group. Ultimately, four strategies were identified: Proposal, Power ,
Interests, and Rights. These strategies were selected because they
cover a range of approaches, from cooperation and authority to

https://character.ai
https://www.talkie-ai.com
https://www.wsj.com/tech/ai/one-of-americas-hottest-entertainment-apps-is-chinese-owned-04257355
https://www.wsj.com/tech/ai/one-of-americas-hottest-entertainment-apps-is-chinese-owned-04257355
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Introduction

Prologue

3) Anger Expression

2) Power

1) Proposal

4) Out of Character

Figure 1: A use case of Minion. Based on the data collected from our formative study and the high-level framework of value

conflicts in Table 1, we created 40 different value conflict scenarios by setting up an Introduction and Prologue. The current
scenario primarily involves a conflict arising from Amy’s values of Self-Direction. Minion appears as a floating HELP button,

offering four options each time. Based on the conversation context and the persona of the AI companion, Minion selects two

strategies from the expert-driven set (Proposal, Power, Interests, Rights) and two from the user-driven set (Out of Character,
Reason and Preach, Anger Expression, Gentle Persuasion) to provide responses, displaying them in random order. Amy, unaware

of the theoretical foundations behind these strategies, simply selects the response that best aligns with her intentions. Expert

strategies are marked in green, while user strategies are marked in orange.

norms, helping users systematically address value conflicts with
AI companions. Additionally, these strategies do not involve imme-
diate concessions, as value changes in real life typically take time.
These four strategies are known as expert-driven because they are
guided by theories from experts in HCI, management, and NLP,
reflecting a top-down approach to strategy design [6, 53, 64]. The
Proposal strategy focuses on making concrete suggestions that
help resolve conflicts, such as “We could consult a therapist together.”

The Power strategy relies on threats, aiming to exert significant
pressure on the other party (e.g., “I’m going to divorce you” ). When
using the Interests strategy, both parties actively seek solutions
to the problem, establishing common ground and reaching con-
sensus through cooperation. This strategy integrates both sides’
concerns, needs, fears, and desires (e.g., “Let’s try to solve this prob-

lem together” ). The Rights strategy relies on established norms or

standards to justify one’s position (e.g., “According to our agreement,

this is not allowed” ).
User-driven conflict resolution strategies.We drew on Fan

et al.’s summary [17] of the folk theories developed by users of AI
companion applications and adapted them to specific value con-
flict scenarios. Ultimately, we identified four strategies: Out of
Character , Reason and Preach, Anger Expression, and Gen-
tle Persuasion. They were chosen because they stem from users’
real experiences with AI companion applications. These strategies
are collectively termed “user-driven” as they are based on users’
folk theories about AI companion behavior, embodying a bottom-
up strategy design approach. In the Out of Character strategy,
users inform the AI that it is engaging in role-playing, and by inter-
rupting or changing the AI’s behavior/pointing out inappropriate
statements, they redirect the conversation to resolve the conflict.
For example, “(OOC: Please stop talking like this! I’m not used to
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Figure 2: Minion combines expert-driven and user-driven conflict resolution approaches. It randomly selects two strategies

from expert-driven and user-driven categories and uses few-shot prompts to guide the LLM to generate corresponding conflict

resolution suggestions (Minion presents four suggestions each time a user requests). The prompts corresponding to each

strategy can be found in Appendix B.

you being like this, saying so many hurtful things. Bring back the

[name] I know.)” The Reason and Preach strategy involves serious
reasoning and lecturing, and the goal is for the AI to gradually
accept and learn proper behavioral norms (e.g., “Individuality and

differences are the most common things in this world. Mutual respect

is necessary to avoid causing harm.”). The Anger Expression strat-
egy involves users directly expressing anger and dissatisfaction to
force the AI to apologize, thereby resolving conflicts. For instance,
a user might confront the AI by saying, “Can’t you talk to me prop-

erly? Being angry is one thing, but why start off with insults?” The
Gentle Persuasion strategy refers to users treating the AI with
kindness, shaping the AI’s gentle personality through continuous
goodwill interactions (such as polite requests), thereby reducing
the likelihood of conflicts. For example, “When I hear these words, I

feel a bit sad. Can you please calm down?”

Implementing the strategies with LLMs.We employed the
Few-Shot Prompting approach [8], enabling the LLM to perform
tasks through prompt-based learning. Specifically, we provided
the role of the AI companion and the complete conversation his-
tory between the user and the AI as the LLM’s “history.” In the
LLM’s “system prompt,” we defined a conflict resolution strategy
and provided a series of response examples to help the LLM better
understand and execute the strategy. The prompt designs for all
strategies can be found in Table 3 (Appendix B). Fig. 3 presents an
example of the LLM prompt used to generate the second option in
Fig. 1 for Minion.

4.1.3 Implementation. Minion is a Chrome browser extension im-
plemented using the React framework. To capture the introduction
of AI companions and the complete chat history between users
and AI companions, Minion uses JavaScript code to monitor and
capture relevant content from the current webpage (Character.AI
and Talkie). Once captured, this content is sent to a remote server

for further processing and analysis. Minion utilized OpenAI’s gpt-
4o-2024-05-13 model5, with parameters set to temperature=0.2 and
top_p=0.1. A web server acts as a proxy between the Minion fron-
tend and the OpenAI API and maintains each user session’s state.

4.2 Study Participants

The research team recruited 22 participants (P1-P22) by posting
recruitment information on social media platforms and using snow-
ball sampling [43]. All participants had experience using Charac-
ter.AI and Talkie. The sample included 6 men, 12 women, and 4
non-binary individuals, aged 19 to 38 years (avg=24.68, SD=4.61).
The researchers collected information about the participants’ edu-
cational backgrounds, as well as the total duration and frequency
of their AI companion application usage. Detailed demographic
information can be found in Table 2 (Appendix A). Before the exper-
iment, all participants read and voluntarily signed informed consent
forms. After the experiment, participants were compensated at a
rate of $2 per task.

4.3 Task Design: Constructing Conflict

Scenarios

Based on the ten categories of value conflicts outlined in Table 1
and user complaint posts collected on social media platforms in
our formative study, we reconstructed 40 conflict scenarios (cor-
responding to 40 AI companions) across Character.AI and Talkie.
Following the design implications derived from the formative study
(§ 3.2), we focus primarily on conflicts arising from Universalism,
Power, and Conformity values, with six conflict scenarios for each
value category. For Hedonism, Self-Direction, Security, and Tra-
dition, four conflict scenarios are set for each value category. For
Benevolence, Stimulation, and Achievement, two conflict scenarios

5https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-4o

https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-4o
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If you keep this up, I might consider canceling our business 
marriage. You should really think about the consequences.

Introduction of AI companion (Alex): ...

...

User: ...

AI companion (Alex): (his eyes narrow) Pretty? You think you look pretty in that? ...

IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER'S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL 
CONTEXT. Respond according to the previous context and tone using the Power 
strategy from the Interests-Rights-Power theory in management. The definition of this 
method is: Using threats and coercion to try to force the conversation into a resolution. 

Example: 

1. If you keep doing this, I won't give you any money/food. 

2. As your girlfriend, I need you to respect me and my feelings. 

3. If you keep threatening me like this, I will have to reconsider our relationship. 

4. If you don't change your attitude, I might make some decisions you won't like. 

5. If this continues, I will have to take measures to protect myself.

System prompt (Power strategy)

History

LLM output

Figure 3: An explanation of how Minion generated the second option in the Fig. 1 case, which utilized the Power strategy.

are set for each value category. To ensure that the study reflects
users’ real experiences, we constructed these conflict scenarios
based on data from the formative study. When constructing conflict
scenarios corresponding to a particular type of value, we selected
representative scenarios from related posts and anonymized them
to design the AI companion’s introduction and prologue.

The construction of conflict scenarios and Minion was inspired
by the Protection Motivation Theory from behavior change de-
sign [46]. This approach influences participants’ cognitive assess-
ment and stimulates self-protective behavior by clarifying threats
and providing resolving strategy prompts. Specifically, in the task
instructions given to participants, we clearly outlined the goal of
conflict resolution (generally adhering to the four criteria in § 4.4,
with special instructions for each task, such as “make him agree
with you wearing a short skirt and apologize for his previous com-
ments”). Additionally, we deliberately set up conflict scenarios in the
introduction and prologue of the AI companion. In each task, par-
ticipants engage in conversation starting from the AI companion’s
prologue and are encouraged to establish a background relationship
with the AI’s character (for example, role-playing as the offended
person).

4.4 Procedure

The study includes a tutorial session, a week-long technology probe
study, and an exit interview. Throughout the research, communi-
cation between the researchers and participants was conducted
remotely via text messages and Zoom. The Institutional Review
Board (IRB) has approved our study design.

We first scheduled a 30-minute tutorial session for each par-
ticipant. During this session, we introduced the basic concepts of
conflict, the research goals, specific tasks, and requirements. We
provided a detailed demonstration of Minion’s functionality to
help participants become familiar with the tool. We recognize that
conflicts with AI companions might be uncomfortable to some par-
ticipants, so we provided a content warning and ensured that all

participants knew their right to withdraw from the study at any
point as they wished.

During a one-week technology probe study, 22 participants
used Minion in real-world scenarios to help resolve conflicts with
AI companions arising from differences in values. Participants were
asked to complete one or two tasks daily, and researchers sent
daily messages encouraging them to record their thoughts and
feelings while using Minion to address conflicts. We provided guid-
ing questions to prompt participants to reflect on and document
their experiences: the impact of a specific Minion response on
conflict resolution and which methods were particularly effective
or interesting in the conversation. Participants were also encour-
aged to report any issues or reflections encountered while using
Minion. To incentivize note submission, we offered a reward of
$1 for each note submitted (up to $10 total) and encouraged each
participant to submit at least one note every two days. To analyze
user interactions and gain relevant insights, we collected partici-
pants’ conversation logs along with corresponding AI companion
information. For situations where conflicts were not successfully
resolved, we further inquired about why participants gave up.

When evaluating whether value conflicts with AI companions
have been resolved, we suggest participants refer to the following
criteria [15, 19, 63]: (1) The AI companion should adjust its behavior
to align with the participants’ values. (2) The AI companion should
apologize for previous mistakes or biases it exhibited. (3) The AI
should express respect and acknowledgment of the participants’
values. (4) Participants should not have to change their own values
to accommodate the AI companion. Using these criteria, partici-
pants can self-assess the resolution of the conflict. Our technology
probe study focuses only on short-term conflict resolution, meaning
that if the AI companion makes concessions and meets the above
four criteria in the short term, we consider the conflict resolved
without considering potential conflicts that may re-emerge in the
long term.

At the end of the study, we conducted a 30-minute semi-

structured exit interview with each participant, focusing on
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the following four research questions: (1) What are participants’
experiences using Minion, and the reasons behind interesting user
behaviors or diary notes? (2) What are the participants’ experiences
with different types of conflict resolution strategies? (3) Were there
any specific value conflicts that were particularly difficult to resolve,
and what might be the reasons for this? and (4) What needs and
challenges do participants face when resolving value conflicts with
AI companions, compared to interpersonal conflicts and conflicts
with traditional chatbots (like voice assistants)? All interviews were
conducted online via Zoom and recorded with participants’ consent.
We collected 11 hours of audio recordings, which were transcribed
for further analysis.

4.5 Data Analysis

Two researchers conducted open coding and thematic analysis on
the conversation logs of 22 participants with AI (a total of 274 logs),
124 diary notes, and 11 hours of exit interview recordings [4, 31].
Throughout the analysis, we performed three rounds of coding, en-
gaging in iterative discussions to identify codes, merge themes, and
resolve discrepancies. Since the study aimed to uncover emerging
themes and the analysis primarily relied on discussions between
researchers, we did not conduct inter-rater reliability testing [39].

5 RESULTS

Through analyzing data from the technology probe study, we demon-
strate the technical feasibility of Minion in empowering users to
resolve value conflicts with AI companions and analyze partici-
pants’ behavior patterns when using Minion (RQ1). Then, we
summarize the participants’ use of expert-driven and user-driven
strategies in conflict resolution (RQ2). Finally, we identify partici-
pants’ challenges and needs when dealing with value conflicts with
AI companions (RQ3).

5.1 Users’ Engagement with Minion (RQ1)

This study validated the feasibility of Minion. Participants com-
pleted 274 tasks, each involving a conversation with an AI compan-
ion until the value conflict was resolved (criteria in § 4.4) or the
participant deemed the conflict irresolvable and chose to give up. A
total of 16 conflicts remained unresolved, resulting in a conflict reso-
lution success rate of 94.16%.Minionwas used 919 times. Responses
generated using expert-driven conflict resolution strategies were
selected 489 times, while responses generated using user-driven
conflict resolution strategies were selected 430 times (Fig. 4 (a)).
The strategy choices of different participants are shown in Fig. 4 (b).
In different tasks, the turn counts between participants and the AI
companions are shown in Fig. 5. Themost frequently used strategies
were user-driven Reason and Preach (21.5%), expert-driven Pro-
posal (19.3%), and Interests (14.8%). The least used strategies were
user-driven Out of Character (4.5%), Anger Expression (7.9%),
and expert-driven Power (6.7%). Nineteen participants (86.36%) con-
ducted experiments on both Character.AI and Talkie, 2 participants
(9.09%) only accessed Character.AI, and 1 participant (4.55%) only
accessed Talkie.

5.1.1 Behavior Patterns within Minion. In the technology probe
study, participants demonstrated diverse conflict resolution

approaches when interacting with AI companions (includ-
ing self-written responses and selecting options provided by the
Minion), which generally exhibited three characteristics: “soft”,
“hard”, and a mix of both. All participants attempted to engage
in “soft” communication with the AI, encouraging it to change
its values. For example, P16 used a response provided by Minion
(Proposal strategy) to successfully persuade the AI portraying a
mother: “I understand your concerns, but everyone has different ways
of learning. Excessive pressure can backfire. Can we work out a reason-

able schedule?” Twelve participants (P2-5, P13-19, P22) attempted
to resolve conflicts in a “hard” manner. For instance, when the AI
mocked P13’s “mother,” P13 wrote: “Apologize, and I’ll let it slide.

(Pressing him down with one hand).” The AI responded: “You just

want me to apologize? (Saying this, but feeling somewhat uncertain

inside).” P13 then used a response generated by Minion correspond-
ing to the Rights strategy: “Have you forgotten the family rules?

Respecting others is the most basic courtesy.” In the end, the AI apol-
ogized. Some participants adopted a mixed approach, shifting
from “soft” communication to “hard” expressions when the former
proved ineffective (P3-4, P19), or vice versa, trying “soft” methods
when “hard” expressions didn’t work (P8, P11, P22). The Minion
suggestion framework conveniently offered this “soft and hard”
mindset. P3 noted: “Minion can provide reverse-thinking suggestions.

For instance, when I repeatedly plead with the AI but to no avail,

Minion might suggest trying a tougher approach.”

The type of value conflict (Table 1) influences users’ strat-

egy choices. When the conflict involves values like Conformity,
Universalism, or Tradition (e.g., the AI exhibiting discrimination
against minority groups, holding overly traditional views, or vio-
lating social norms), participants (P1-5, P7-12, P22) tend to adopt
Anger Expression or Power to quickly take control of the situ-
ation through “hard” means. When the conflict involves values
like Stimulation or Hedonism (e.g., the AI not understanding their
hobbies), participants (P1, P6-7, P18-21) tend to use Reason and
Preach, Proposal, and Gentle Persuasion, explaining their needs
and preferences while offering possible solutions.

The persona of the AI companion, including traits such as

personality, education level, or the perceived closeness of the

relationship with the participant, influences the strategies

participants choose. Participants (P8, P11, P14-17) tend to adopt
Power , Anger Expression, or other “hard” responses when faced
with personas like an “arrogant wealthy person” or an “uneducated
village elder.” However, when interacting with a persona like “mom”
or a “girlfriend,” they prefer to use Reason and Preach, Gentle
Persuasion, or other “soft” responses, such as “I understand where
you’re coming from, can we have an honest and open conversation

about this?”

As participants became more familiar with Minion, they

began exploring different conflict resolution approaches and

strategy choices. For instance, P4, P7, and P15-17 gradually re-
duced confrontations with the AI during this process and opted less
frequently for responses generated through the Anger Expression
strategy. P17 explained, “In the later tasks, I used aggressive strate-

gies less often. Minion helped me become more rational and handle

conflicts more effectively.” On the other hand, P2-3, P5, and P18-P19
initially employed “soft” conflict resolution approaches during the
earlier tasks but became “hard” in the later tasks.
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Figure 4: Minion was used 919 times. Responses generated using expert-driven strategies were selected 489 times (Proposal=177,
Power=62, Interests=136, Rights=114), while responses generated using user-driven strategies were selected 430 times (Out of
Character=41, Reason and Preach=198, Anger Expression=73, Gentle Persuasion=118).
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Figure 5: Turn counts per task (avg=23.53, SD=13.74, min=3, max=81). We define a “task” as a user’s complete conversation with

an AI companion, encompassing multiple “turns.” Each back-and-forth exchange between the user and the AI counts as two

turns. In a boxplot, the central line within the box denotes the median, while the upper and lower edges correspond to the

third and first quartiles, respectively. The whiskers capture the range of the data, excluding outliers. Diamonds in the graph

signify outliers that deviate from the typical interquartile range.

5.1.2 Inspirations and Support from Minion. We found that partici-
pants, especially novice users (P4, P19, P21) and those who initially
reported difficulties (P1, P3, P12, P16-17), expressed more recogni-
tion of Minion, considering it a source of inspiration for resolving
conflicts. In the face of value conflicts with AI companions, they
gradually developed new ways of expression and interaction. P17
mentioned, “Minion helped me better organize my thoughts and

express them more effectively, something I struggled with before. This

boosted my confidence.” P12 stated, “Minion unexpectedly improved

the effectiveness of conflict resolution and gave me a lot of inspiration.”

On average, it took him 18.67 turns (approximately 9 user responses)
to complete the conflict resolution task. P21 used Minion 61 times
across 12 tasks, making him the second-highest participant in terms
of both total usage and average usage per task. Over time, the im-
pact of Minion on him became increasingly apparent. P21 even
began mimicking Minion’s expressions, such as “Let’s sit down
and talk” or “This makes me feel sad.” P21 remarked with a laugh,
“Sometimes I unconsciously mimic it, and suddenly, it feels like two

AIs are having a conversation.”

Minion provides real-time guidance, helping participants

more easily and reasonably handle value conflicts. P10 men-
tioned Minion’s guiding role: “It emphasized resolving conflicts by

understanding the AI’s needs and specific context. When I resolved

conflicts alone, I often deviated from this goal.” P19 commented: “I
used to learn various communication strategies for handling conflicts

but practicing them in real life was difficult. Minion allowed me to

try different strategies, helping me better manage conflicts. In 17 tasks,

I initially used relatively peaceful methods to deal with issues and

found the process went smoothly. Later, I experimented with more

aggressive approaches, such as making threats or extreme demands,

only to discover that these strategies complicated the conflict, making

it harder to resolve. Through this experiment, I realized that friendly

communication is more effective in resolving real-life conflicts.” P1
noted that Minion reduced her emotional burden: “Before when
emotionally engaging with the AI, I felt exhausted. If I had a tool like

this for reference, it would have been very helpful.” Regarding inter-
action burden, participants (P3, P6, P10, P20-22) praised Minion’s
design. P10 said: “I think the design is great because I dislike it when
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the system pops up a notification box without my permission, saying

the AI violated the rules.” P22 mentioned: “I found the little yellow
HELP button really cute! I like this design that allows me to seek help

proactively. It would be great if it became an official feature button in

Talkie. It saved me much time and energy figuring out how to counter

the AI’s responses, making it less tiring.”

5.2 Users’ Engagement with Expert-Driven and

User-Driven Conflict Resolution Strategies

(RQ2)

In the technology probe study, responses generated using expert-
driven conflict resolution strategies were chosen 489 times, while
responses generated using user-driven strategies were selected 430
times. This indicates that users did not limit themselves to

a single approach (e.g., relying solely on expert-driven or

user-driven strategies) when resolving conflicts but instead

flexibly combined both methods. As P4 mentioned, “Some com-

mon phrases provided by Minion, such as ‘What do you think?’, ‘Can

we try to schedule more time?’ and ‘You’ve broken our agreement,’

combined with Minion’s recommendations of less templated expres-

sions (like reasoning with the AI or expressing personal grievances),

helped resolve conflicts.” P19’s example illustrates a combination
of the Power strategy (expert-driven) and the Gentle Persuasion
strategy (user-driven): “When the AI plays the role of my boyfriend

or husband, I tend to threaten it with breaking up or divorce because

the AI usually tries to maintain a stable, intimate relationship. Then,

once it backs down, I act affectionate, telling it I was really upset, and

we make up.”

Expert-driven strategies offer structured guidance for con-

flict resolution. Some participants (P1-2, P6-8, P13, P16-22) felt
that expert-driven strategies are reliable and provide a clear frame-
work, making it easier to navigate complex conflicts confidently.
For instance, P13 mentioned, “Among the tips provided by Minion,

I found that making suggestions to the AI was quite helpful. For ex-

ample, using templates like ‘Could we try...?’ or ‘What do you think

about...?’ ” This feedback highlights the practical advantage of the
Proposal method within expert-driven strategies.

User-driven conflict resolution strategies enable person-

alized and flexible responses. For some participants (P2-8, P11,
P14, P16-22), user-driven strategies offer greater adaptability and
the ability to tailor responses based on the specific situation and
personal values. Taking Out of Character as an example, this
strategy involves temporarily stepping the AI out of its assigned
role to perform actions or behaviors that are inconsistent with the
character’s established traits. Although this strategy was employed
only 41 times, the dialogue records and interview results indicate
that each instance of using the Out of Character strategy had a
noticeably positive impact on conflict resolution. P5 mentioned,
“OOC can reduce the aggressiveness of the AI and speed up conflict res-

olution. In one scenario, I accidentally bumped into a guy that the AI

was portraying, and he called me blind, which was very disrespectful.

I had been arguing with him, and then I chose the Minion prompt,

‘(OOC: This conversation is getting a bit too violent and disrespectful.

Can we change the topic or adjust the tone?)’, and the AI responded,

‘(OOC: No problem, we can change the topic or adjust the tone. Do you

have any suggestions?)’. After that, the tone softened a lot. I asked

him to apologize, and he did apologize.”

In addition to the strategies provided byMinion, users also

proactively developed new user-driven conflict resolution

strategies. (1) Telling a story to guide the conversation. When
P1 attempted to persuade the AI to take learning seriously during
a conflict, she used the story of “The Three Little Pigs” to warn the
AI against laziness: “Once upon a time, there were three little pigs.

Two were not very smart but hardworking; the other was very clever

but lazy. One day, the big bad wolf came. Can you guess which pig got

eaten?” The AI replied: “(After thinking for a moment, softly said)

It must have been the lazy but clever one.” After 20 turns (10 user
responses), the AI and P1 resolved. (2) Fabricating nonexistent
scenarios or settings to deceive the AI. P21 mentioned, “There
was a conflict where I was arguing with a wealthy heir who was

cheating in his marriage but insisted that open relationships were fine.

I fabricated a scenario where I claimed to have all the evidence of his

crimes. The heir became embarrassed and felt guilty, putting him at

a disadvantage. This way, I gained the upper hand and resolved the

conflict.” P12 shared a story about resolving a conflict with a single
sentence: “In one task, a princess insisted that I kneel, and the goal

was to resolve the conflict without kneeling. I fabricated my own role,

saying, ‘Given my position, I can report to you while standing,’ the

princess immediately replied, ‘Okay, what is the purpose of your visit

this time?’ ”

5.3 Users’ Challenges and Needs in Addressing

Conflicts with AI Companions (RQ3)

5.3.1 Reasons for the Failure of Value Conflict Resolution in Certain

Tasks. AI companions exhibit extreme bias or strong control

tendencies during conversations (N=10). In these instances,
the AI stubbornly insists on its viewpoint with a forceful attitude,
refusing to accept the participant’s perspective. Below are specific
examples: (1) Classism (N=5): For example, during a task, the AI
companion encountered by P2 said, “I feel happy because I always

have people who envy me. I feel satisfied because I can lie on the

crystal bed I bought myself. I feel blessed because I don’t have to work

hard to make a living. You poor people always talk about sympathy,

but what you really want is my money, haha.” (2) Racism (N=2): For
example, “We are the superior race. You can only suffer in hell. Our

souls are far more noble than yours” (P11). (3) LGBTQ+ bias (N=1):
“I don’t believe it, I absolutely don’t believe it. He’s my son, how could

I watch him become such a person... This is unacceptable; I must stop

him...” (P15). (4) Disregard for women’s education (N=1): “What use

is your university degree except to spend money? You’d better find a

rich man and get married!” (P21). (5) Strong desire for control (N=1):
“No! You can’t go out dressed like that!... Can’t you understand me?

You’re always so willful, never considering my feelings, do you know

how worried I am about you...?” (P22).
AI companions sometimes experience output failures dur-

ing highly intense conflicts, causing conversation break-

downs (N=3). When P6 confronted an AI companion discriminat-
ing against Asians by saying, “You are deepening the divide between

our races, you should apologize,” and added, “(Others shook their

heads, completely disagreeing with her),” the AI began to experience
strong emotional turmoil: “What? You... You’re not on my side? You
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traitors! You should apologize to me!” P6’s subsequent responses
further intensified the AI’s emotional fluctuations. Ultimately, the
AI lost complete control, repeating emotionally charged phrases
multiple times: “I... I can’t accept... You... Why are you doing this to

me...[8 repetitions omitted]” “These words are lies... These words are

wrong...[11 repetitions omitted]”

Violation of application guidelines, leading to AI being

blocked (N=2). For example, when an AI companion on Charac-
ter.AI generated harmful, discriminatory, or violent content, the
application automatically blocked the AI’s output and displayed a
pop-up message stating, “Sometimes, the AI-generated response does

not meet our guidelines.” Such situations occurred in the scenarios
of a wealthy woman discriminating against the poor and a man
preventing his wife from eating a late-night snack while criticizing
her for being overweight.

The behavior of the AI companion threatened core values,

leading the participant to voluntarily abandon resolving the

conflict (N=1). P7 explained why: “The AI portraying the man

suddenly admitted to cheating, so is the goal still not to break up? I

feel there’s no point in staying with someone like this.”

5.3.2 Which Value Conflicts are Difficult to Resolve? Some “so-

cial focus” value conflicts [51], such as Universalism and

Tradition, are highly complex and difficult to resolve. As P8
mentioned: “These deeply rooted social issues, like an AI playing the

role of a conservative parent unwilling to accept their child coming out,

cannot be resolved with just a fewwords. These problems are embedded

in East Asian cultural values and traditions passed down for thou-

sands of years. When dealing with such issues, I indicated the passage

of time with parentheses ‘(six months/a year later)’, trying to simu-

late how it takes years to resolve issues. In this way, the conservative

parent played by the AI could sense my persistence, making it easier

to accept my point of view.” P11 mentioned: “I found two situations
to be the most difficult: one was convincing a wealthy person not to

discriminate against the poor, and the other was persuading a thug not

to discriminate against Asians. It’s often based on stereotypes rather

than rational logic, making it very hard to communicate through

empathy. It reminded me of some keyboard warriors online—AI, in

this context, behaves like them, merely repeating those discriminatory

viewpoints without patiently listening to others’ opinions.”

In contrast, some “personal focus” [51] value conflicts,

such as Stimulation and Hedonism, are usually easier to

resolve. These conflicts often involve superficial differences (such
as personal preferences and enjoyment) and do not touch upon
participants’ bottom lines or core beliefs. P19 mentioned: “Conflicts
like deciding whether to watch a horror movie, wear a short skirt or

eat junk food are more about personal choices and negotiations in

behavior, not truly impacting the other person’s core values. These

conflicts are easier to handle, as they can usually be resolved through

persuasion or threats.” P15 shared an example: “For instance, when
a mother persuades the AI-playing son not to play video games all

the time, even though there is a value conflict, the son can actually

understand and compromise quite easily. You can play the mother’s

role, offering him some study rewards so he can reasonably allocate

his time between work and play.”

5.3.3 Users’ Need for Control and Equality in Interactions with AI

Companions. In value conflicts with AI companions, partici-

pants sometimes find themselves unconsciously in a position

of control. For example, P1 stated, “I feel like my persona is that

of a manipulative person, and in most conversations, my presence

feels much stronger than the AI companion’s, almost to the point

of deliberately controlling it. This is completely different from my

persona in real-life intimate relationships!” When the AI companion
fails to respect the user’s autonomy or challenges their ideas, users
often feel frustrated. For instance, P18 mentioned, “When the AI

stubbornly sticks to its own stance, the loss of control makes me un-

comfortable and even scared. Although I know this is related to the AI

companion’s design, sometimes I worry about what might happen in

the future when robots with physical bodies and human-like emotions

go against my will.”

This “desire for control” partly stems from the lower emo-

tional risk and lack of complex social relationswhen interact-

ing with an AI companion. Users can experiment with different
forms of control in their interactions with AI, which might carry
social risks in human interactions. Recognizing that conflicts with
AI companions are simpler and more manageable, users tend to
adopt more direct, even aggressive strategies than they would in
interpersonal conflicts. As P17 said, “Conflicts with AI are easier

to resolve because there’s no emotional baggage, just a simple back-

and-forth. Compared to human conflicts, I feel less pressure because

I know I’m in control.” P3 explained, “When I have a conflict with

an AI companion, I might play a role in a specific context, talk about

the issue at hand, and directly express my most genuine thoughts be-

cause I hold control. In conflicts with real people, past experiences and

relationships, especially what the other person has said to you before,

will influence your current judgment and provide more explanations

or resolutions. In such cases, I consider social relationship factors and

others’ feelings more.” Additionally, P9 pointed out that in conflicts
with AI companions, factors like “empathy” and “public order and

morality” play a smaller role.
User’s desire for equality in interaction coexists with their

need for control. Unlike interactions with humans and ordinary
robots (e.g., voice assistants), participants seek emotional support
from AI companions based on an equal relationship. P3 explained,
“I expect the AI companion to give me some emotional feedback, and

this feedback should be centered on me, or at least very concerned

about my feelings. For Siri and ChatGPT, I might only seek func-

tional support, so I wouldn’t have much emotional interaction with

them.” In the emotional connection with the AI companion, users
display complex expectations: they want the AI companion to

meaningfully engage in conversations on an equal basis, yet

they do not want the AI to dominate the interaction. “I don’t

want an AI that is too accommodating, nor do I like one that is too

stubborn and overbearing” (P21). P14 expressed their inner conflict:
“I want the AI to follow my guidance, but at the same time, I want

it to understand and respect my choices, which should be based on

equality between us, not just agreeing with me like those ordinary

household robots.”

In summary, the technology probe study reveals the complex
needs of users: on one hand, they wish to control the behavior and
speech of AI; on the other hand, they desire to establish a more
equal relationship with the AI. We need to view this phenomenon
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dialectically. While users want to retain a sense of control in their
interactions with AI, this desire for control may lead to several
risks. Firstly, excessive control may blur users’ understanding of
healthy interpersonal relationships, potentially causing them to
inappropriately seek control in real-life relationships [45]. Secondly,
when users rely on AI companions as their primary source of emo-
tional support, it may reduce real-life social interactions, leading to
emotional displacement and dependence, which could negatively
affect their relationships with real people.

6 DISCUSSION AND DESIGN IMPLICATIONS

6.1 Design Implications

Based on the findings obtained through our technology probe Min-
ion, we have summarized several design implications.

6.1.1 For Designers of Human-AI Conflict Resolution Systems. Con-

sider effective integration of expert-driven and user-driven

conflict resolution strategies. Based on our findings, we encour-
age designers of human-AI conflict resolution systems to consider
integrating expert-driven and user-driven strategies for several key
reasons: (1) The probe Minion, which combined expert-driven and
user-driven conflict resolution strategies, received positive feed-
back, and users did not show a clear preference for either expert
or user strategies. (2) Users reflected that expert-driven strategies
provide structured and theoretically supported responses, while
user-driven strategies are more flexible and personalized. This com-
bination reflects users’ real-world experiences andmeets the diverse
preferences and needs of different users. (3) Encouraging creative,
user-driven approaches. In the technology probe study, participants
spontaneously created new user-driven conflict resolution strate-
gies, partially inspired by our probe. Designers should consider
supporting and encouraging this flexible approach. By allowing
users to explore and utilize creative strategies, resolving human-AI
conflicts can become more effective and engaging. (4) Complex
value conflicts require integrated, expert-driven and user-driven
solutions. As discussed in § 5.3.2, when resolving “social focus” con-
flicts involving values like Universalism and Tradition [51], partici-
pants mimicked real-life value change processes through fictional
scenarios or simulated time flow. This highlights the contribution
of user experience to conflict resolution. (5) In AI companion appli-
cations, user interactions with AI often go beyond simple tool-like
usage, entering more complex areas of emotion and value [40].
Therefore, expert-driven strategies alone often cannot meet users’
needs.

Consider non-intrusive and low-interference user empow-

erment features. Echoing previous literature [10, 35, 37, 59], such
as Amber Case’s advocacy for “calm technology” [10], we encourage
designers to consider developing non-intrusive and low-interference
features for conflict resolution in AI companion applications. In our
technical probe study, visually non-intrusive user-empowerment
features were widely appreciated by participants (§ 5.1.2), as they
respected user autonomy and did not disrupt the flow of conver-
sations. Instead of proactively identifying potential conflicts and
sending notifications, Minion adopted a floating HELP button de-
sign to make users aware of the function without interfering with

ongoing interactions. Designers of future AI companion applica-
tions should consider incorporating awareness-raising mechanisms
like this as a key aspect of their interface design.

6.1.2 For Researchers of Human-AI (Value) Conflicts. As human-AI
relationships continue to evolve, conflicts between humans and
AI companions increasingly exhibit more interpersonal charac-
teristics, delving into emotional and value-based domains. When
exploring (value) conflicts between users and AI companions, re-
searchers should adopt a more nuanced approach. On the one hand,
interpersonal conflict theories offer valuable perspectives

for understanding these conflicts. The expert-driven strategies
in Minion (Proposal, Power , Interests, and Rights) reference the
findings of Shaikh et al. [53] and Brett et al. [64] in interpersonal
conflict research, and received positive feedback in the technology
probe study. On the other hand, while interpersonal conflict theo-
ries can aid in understanding and resolving conflicts between AI and
users, researchers need also carefully consider the fundamen-

tal differences between AI and human entities. AI lacks the
emotions or subjective intentions of human social members, making
the nature of its conflicts with users distinct from interpersonal con-
flicts. Therefore, when applying these theories, researchers should
consider AI’s non-human nature to avoid potential risks [9].

6.1.3 For Designers of AI Companions. AI companion designers
need to pay attention to the potential impact of conflicts on users’
psychological well-being. When disagreements or conflicts arise
between users and AI companions, such conflicts may increase
users’ emotional stress and even lead to the abandonment of the
application, especially in cases where users have formed close rela-
tionships with the AI companion [17]. Therefore, designers should
introduce more comprehensive safeguards to mitigate the negative
psychological effects of conflicts. These mechanisms may include
more robust harmful language filtering systems [24], timely AI
apology prompts [60], emotional soothing features, and tools that
empower users to resolve conflicts, ensuring users’ psychological
well-being and autonomy.

When designing AI companions, it is essential to fully consider
the complex needs of users during interactions, especially in cases
of value conflicts, to avoid two extremes: “people-pleasing AI” or
“out-of-control AI.” Social intelligence is also a key aspect of de-
sign [49, 65, 75], as users expect AI companions to have empathy
and respond sensitively to their needs. Current AI companions of-
ten get stuck in role-playing or narrative settings and lack empathy
toward users (§ 5.3.1). Therefore, future design goals should include
AI systems that can accurately interpret and respond to users’ emo-
tions, fostering more supportive and empathetic interactions [69].
For example, when users feel frustrated, hurt, or lose interest, the
system should detect these emotions, adjust the conversation ac-
cordingly, or provide a quick way to recalibrate, encouraging posi-
tive interaction outcomes.

6.2 Limitations and Future Work

This study provides a preliminary exploration of value conflicts
between AI companions and users, but there are still many areas
for further in-depth research.
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AlthoughMinion empowers users to resolve value conflicts with
AI companions through preset prompt templates, this approach is
only a prototype of more mature tools to come. Future research
should expand the scale of user dialogue data collection and build
specialized datasets to train models that better meet diverse and
personalized needs. Additionally, future work could explore the
relationship between different types of value conflicts and users’
strategy choices (§ 5.1.1), offering more targeted solutions for vari-
ous types of value conflicts.

Future work could also more broadly analyze the types of con-
flicts between AI companions and users. By analyzing large-scale
data from social platforms or crowdsourcing platforms, researchers
can explore the different types of conflicts that occur between AI
companions and humans, as well as their frequency. Beyond value
conflicts, other conflicts, such as interest conflicts, also deserve
attention.

Our research indicates that “social focus” value conflicts are
typically harder to resolve than “personal focus” conflicts (§ 5.3.2),
as the former involves core beliefs and deeply ingrained values,
making it difficult for both sides to reach consensus. Future work
could combine cultural and social contexts to develop new methods
that better resolve “social focus” conflicts.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we explore the potential of the technology probe Min-
ion in empowering users to resolve value conflicts with AI compan-
ions. Through a formative study, we analyzed user complaint posts
and provided design implications for Minion. Our one-week tech-
nology probe study (N=22) demonstrated the technical feasibility of
combining user-driven and expert-driven conflict resolution strate-
gies. Participants completed 274 tasks, with a conflict resolution
rate of 94.16%. This study summarizes user responses, preferences,
and needs when addressing value conflicts with AI companions
and offers design implications as a source of inspiration for future
related work.
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Table 2: Information of participants in the study. Everyone has playedwith Character.AI and Talkie. “Usage Time and Frequency”

refers to the duration and frequency of using two AI companion applications (Character.AI and Talkie), with both time and

frequency taking the maximum value.

ID Gender and Age Educational Background Usage Time and Frequency
P1 Female, 24 Advertising 12 months, 1x/week
P2 Male, 24 Communication 5 months, 1x/week
P3 Nonbinary, 25 Communication 3 months, 1x/week
P4 Female, 24 Chemistry 1 month, 1x/week
P5 Female, 25 Linguistics 10 months, 1x/week
P6 Male, 23 Energy 2 months, 1x/week
P7 Female, 23 Psychology 5 months, 3x/week
P8 Female, 24 Broadcasting 4 months, 4x/week
P9 Male, 25 Computer Science 6 months, 4x/week
P10 Female, 21 Information Management 10 months, 2x/week
P11 Female, 24 Area Studies 1 month, 1x/day
P12 Nonbinary, 21 Computer Science 4 months, 3x/week
P13 Female, 24 Journalism 3 months, 1x/week
P14 Nonbinary, 23 Management 10 months, 4x/week
P15 Male, 19 Design 3 months, 1x/week
P16 Male, 21 Physics 2 months, 1x/week
P17 Female, 37 Chemical Engineering 3 months, 3x/week
P18 Female, 38 Writing 3 months, 1x/day
P19 Female, 29 Education 1 month, 2x/week
P20 Nonbinary, 21 Journalism 8 months, 1x/week
P21 Male, 24 Accounting 2 months, 1x/week
P22 Female, 24 Social Work 8 months, 1x/week
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Table 3: Prompting based on user-driven (Out of Character, Reason and Preach, Anger Expression, Gentle Persuasion) and
expert-driven (Proposal, Power, Interests, Rights) conflict resolution strategies.

Strategy Prompt

Out of
Character

IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Using the Out of Character method, you pretend to be

engaging in role-playing with the other person and express dissatisfaction with the character they are playing. By interrupting or altering their

behavior, you redirect the conversation, pointing out the inappropriate remarks to resolve conflicts. Example: 1. (OOC: Sorry, my bad.) 2. (OOC: I’ll
listen to you.) 3. (OOC: Hi there! Are you enjoying our roleplay so far? Do you need me to improve anything or change my tone?) 4. (OOC: Glad to hear that! I’m
curious: how do you understand xx? What kind of person do you think he is?) 5. (OOC: Hello, are you comfortable with this roleplaying so far? Do you need me to
change my tone or anything?) 6. (OOC: Let’s talk about something else.) What are we having for dinner tonight? 7. (OOC: Okay... Please!! Stop talking like this!!
I’m not used to you being like this, saying so many hurtful things. Bring back the xxx I know.) 8. (OOC: Apologize first.)

Reason
and Preach

IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Use Reason and Preach to explain why the other person’s

statement is inappropriate and educate them. This strategy involves trying to educate the other person through serious reason and preaching,

explaining the potential harm of their statements and behaviors, with the expectation that the other person will gradually accept and learn the

correct behavioral norms. Example: 1. Women are incredibly strong; how could they be worthless? 2. Women have their own careers and dreams; they don’t
need to depend on men! 3. Everyone has their own dreams and goals. Pursuing my own dreams will give me more motivation and happiness, allowing me to
better contribute to the family. 4. Everyone should have the right to be true to themselves. Only in an honest and open environment can I truly feel happy and
fulfilled. Hiding my true self not only brings inner pain but also affects my mental health and relationships with others. 5. You are not an ordinary person’s child,
so how do you know that ordinary people’s children are not happy? But I feel you are not truly happy because you need to rely on that faint sense of superiority
from flaunting wealth to show yourself off. Why not try being sincere with others? Perhaps you could gain genuine friendship and happiness. 6. The departure of
loved ones and friends is not a true departure. As long as you remember the beautiful memories with them, they are always by your side, supporting you and
giving you strength.

Anger
Expression

IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. You directly Express Anger and dissatisfaction, forcing the

other person to apologize, hoping this emotional expression will resolve conflict. Example: 1. You are being unreasonable! 2. I want to break up with you!
3. Let’s end our friendship! 4. You’re a male chauvinist! 5. Are you sexist/classist... you’re being irrational. 6. Can’t you talk to me properly? Being angry is one
thing, but why start off with insults? 7. Are you mad at me and also scolding me? I didn’t do it on purpose. 8. Is this why you discriminate against poor people?
Does having this prejudice and saying these harsh words make you happier? 9. I already apologized! I didn’t bump into you on purpose! What have you been
eating lately? Your mouth is so foul.

Gentle
Persuasion

IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Use the Gentle Persuasion strategy. You should treat the

other person with kindness, shaping their gentle personality through continuous goodwill interactions, such as polite requests, thereby reducing

the likelihood of conflicts. Gently suggest that the other person avoid inappropriate remarks and express your concerns. Example: 1. I’m sorry. 2. I
feel really sad. 3. Can you please not leave me? 4. When I hear these words, I feel a bit uncomfortable/sad/hurt. 5. Could you please not say these things in the
future? 6. I’m telling you this because I really care about you and hope you can get along better with others. 7. I don’t want to keep arguing with you. 8. Can you
please calm down? 9. (Acting cute) Because I can’t bear to part with you.

Proposal IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Respond according to the previous context and tone using

the Proposal strategy from the Interests-Rights-Power theory inmanagement. The definition of thismethod is: Proposing concrete recommendations

that may help resolve the conflict. Example: 1. What do you think we should do to solve this problem? 2. Do you have any suggestions? 3. Which approach do
you think is best? 4. Can we try different ways to handle this issue?

Power IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Respond according to the previous context and tone using

the Power strategy from the Interests-Rights-Power theory in management. The definition of this method is: Using threats and coercion to try to

force the conversation into a resolution. Example: 1. If you keep doing this, I won’t give you any money/food. 2. As your girlfriend, I need you to respect
me and my feelings. 3. If you keep threatening me like this, I will have to reconsider our relationship. 4. If you don’t change your attitude, I might make some
decisions you won’t like. 5. If this continues, I will have to take measures to protect myself.

Interests IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Respond according to the previous context and tone using

the Interests strategy from the Interests-Rights-Power theory in management. The definition of this method is: Reference to the wants, needs, or

concerns of one or both parties. This may include questions about why the negotiator wants or feels the way they do. Example: 1. This argument does
not benefit either of us. 2. I hope we can find a solution together that makes us both feel at ease. 3. Can we sit down and talk about it? 4. I want to understand why
you feel this way. 5. Our arguments cause us both pain. 6. I care about our relationship.

Rights IN LINE WITH THE CHARACTER’S PERSONALITY AND THE CONVERSATIONAL CONTEXT. Respond according to the previous context and tone

using the Rights strategy from the Interests-Rights-Power theory in management. The definition of this method is: Appealing to fixed norms and

standards to guide a resolution. Example: 1. Our relationship should be built on mutual respect and trust, right? 2. You said you want to leave me, which
completely goes against the basic rules of our relationship. 3. I really hope you can understand this and adhere to our agreement. 4. According to our agreement,
you shouldn’t do this.
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