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Recent advances in generative AI have enabled agents that can represent specific people in social interactions when they are unavailable. 

These agents—often described as digital twins—can look and sound like an individual and participate in conversations on their behalf. In 

this position paper, we focus on a particular class of such systems that we refer to as Dittos: mimetic, reciprocal AI agents that not only 

interact with others as a proxy for a person but also report back what occurred so that human relationships can continue to develop over 

time. Drawing on our experiences designing, deploying, and studying Dittos, we argue that this class of systems surfaces a distinct set of 

challenges to core assumptions in AI mediated communication research. These challenges concern how presence is evoked through 

representation, how trust is established when AI speaks in someone’s voice, how people remain meaningfully informed about Dit to 

mediated interactions, and how ethical risks can be anticipated and mitigated. We position these challenges as central to understanding a 

new phase of AI mediated communication, where systems increasingly act on behalf of people rather than merely between them.  

CCS CONCEPTS • Human-centered computing → Human computer interaction (HCI)Interaction paradigms 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

AI mediated communication research within CHI and CSCW has historically focused on systems that support or structure 

interaction between people, such as messaging, meetings, and collaborative work tools. With the emergence of generative 

AI, systems are increasingly able to participate in communication as autonomous actors rather than remaining 

infrastructural; AI becomes an intermediary in communication between people.  

Recent public demonstrations of AI “digital twins,” including conversational and embodied representations of real 

individuals [2, 9], have made this shift visible while also raising concerns about authenticity, trust, and responsibility. Our 

experience in designing, deploying and studying Dittos—AI agents that explicitly represent a specific person in social 

interaction—introduce qualitatively new dynamics to mediated communication. 
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We take the position that Dittos represent a distinct form of AI mediated communication between people. Dittos are 

not intended to replace people, but to extend their availability across time and context. As such, they foreground research 

challenges related to identity, agency, social context, and relational continuity. 

2 DITTOS AS A DISTINCT DESIGN SPACE 

We characterize Dittos by three defining properties. 

First, Dittos are mimetic: they are designed to evoke a specific person (we call this person the Source) through voice, 

language use, visual appearance, interaction style, and knowledge. Prior work on mimetic models highlights the ethical 

and social implications of AI systems that act “like you,” particularly when grounded in personal data and behavioral traces 

[8]. 

Second, Dittos are socially situated. They interact with collaborators who typically already have an established 

relationship with the Source. Work on personalized embodied agents in meetings shows that even limited participation by 

such agents can alter conversational dynamics and perceptions of presence [7]. 

Third, Dittos are reciprocal. Interactions with a Ditto are not an endpoint; instead, the Source is kept informed about 

what occurred, enabling follow up, repair, and continuation of the relationship, as well as informing modifications to the 

Ditto’s behavior. This connects Dittos to long standing CSCW research on meeting capture and sensemaking [11, 12, 13], 

but with the added complexity that the interaction was conducted in one’s name. 

Together, these properties distinguish Dittos from generic conversational agents and create rich new possibilities and 

complex challenges for collaboration and communication.  

3 KEY RESEARCH CHALLENGES 

Over the past three years, we’ve built, deployed and studied Dittos in a variety of contexts, including meetings [7], informal 

1:1 interactions [6], and family relationships [10]. Most recently, we explored a deployment in which a large group of 

student interns interacted with the Dittos of two senior mentors. Together, these experiences uncovered several important 

considerations and research challenges. 

3.1 Evoking Presence Through Ditto Representation 

A central challenge concerns how Dittos should represent the people they stand in for. We found that vocal characteristics 

and linguistic style can evoke a sense of presence more strongly than visual fidelity alone, even when visual representations 

are deliberately stylized [7]. Subtle features such as vocabulary choice, cadence, and dysfluencies play an important role 

in how collaborators experience a Ditto. 

This creates a genuine design dilemma: realistic representations are overwhelmingly preferred by both Sources and 

collaborators, yet the more convincing a Ditto becomes, the more ethically fraught its use. We argue that the field should 

resist the instinct to resolve this tension through disclosure mechanisms alone. If a Ditto is effective precisely because 

people forget it is one, then mandatory disclosure undermines the very social function it is designed to serve. This is not a 

call to deceive—it is a call to acknowledge that Dittos occupy an uncomfortable middle ground that existing frameworks 

for transparency do not adequately address. 

3.2 Trust When a Ditto Speaks for Someone 

Trust is foundational for Dittos but operates at multiple levels. Sources must trust that the Ditto will act consistently with 

their intentions and values, while collaborators must trust that what a Ditto says is meaningful and will be conveyed 

accurately back to the Source. 
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Prior work on AI clones and digital twins raises concerns about identity fragmentation and misplaced trust when AI 

systems speak in a person’s voice [5]. Notably, collaborators may place greater trust in a Ditto than in a generic assistant, 

even when both are generated by the same underlying AI system [7]. This suggests that trust in Ditto mediated 

communication is deeply entangled with identity and accountability. Dittos do not just inherit trust; they manufacture it 

through identity and may carry more persuasive weight than the underlying AI has earned.  

3.3 Making Ditto Mediated Interaction Legible 

Reciprocity requires that people remain meaningfully informed about interactions conducted by their Ditto. However, 

reviewing full recordings of Ditto mediated conversations is often impractical, and generic AI summaries may omit socially 

salient details such as facial expressions, gestures and vocal expressivity. Reciprocity is not binary; it spans a spectrum 

from grief bots, which can never close the loop, to telepresence robots, which approximate full co-presence. Dittos occupy 

a middle ground where the loop is partially closed: Sources can review interactions and update their Ditto, but current 

recaps may omit details that would be apparent in direct interaction. 

This challenge builds on prior work in meeting understanding and summarization [11, 12, 13], but extends it in an 

important way: the goal is not simply awareness, but the ability to re-enter a relationship and continue it seamlessly after 

a Ditto interaction. For example, in our intern deployment, mentors would often use topics discussed with their Dittos as 

starting points for direct conversations with interns. 

Further, these interaction summaries or recaps are used by the Source to update the context or knowledge for future 

interactions. For example, one mentor observed similar questions from different interns and updated his Ditto with an 

extensive FAQ that was then available to everyone. 

3.4 Ethical and Responsible Design of Dittos 

Finally, Dittos raise significant ethical concerns around consent, disclosure, security, and misuse. Prior work highlights 

risks such as doppelganger anxiety, misrepresentation, and unintended delegation [5, 8]. Because many risks may only 

emerge through long term social use, speculative and anticipatory approaches—such as structured “dark Ditto” or Black 

Mirror inspired exercises—offer promising methods for proactively identifying harms and informing responsible design 

[3, 1]. And while such exercises can be helpful in revealing potential risks, three years of deployment have taught us that 

such risks with Dittos are not hypothetical, they are operational. We have observed Dittos confidently stating things the 

Source would never say, fabricate memories, act as a confidant, and derail meetings all in the relative safety of our lab.  

4 IMPLICATIONS FOR CHI AND CSCW 

Dittos illustrate a broader shift in AI mediated communication: systems are increasingly acting on behalf of people rather 

than merely between them. This shift challenges assumptions about agency, responsibility, and interaction boundaries that 

underlie much CHI and CSCW research. Major platforms are already exploring digital twin capabilities [9], and the 

underlying technology is advancing faster than our frameworks for reasoning about it. The question is not whether people 

will delegate social interaction to AI—it is whether we will have developed adequate norms for accountability, consent, 

and relational repair when they do. We think this is an important consideration in navigating a responsible design process 

for developing digital twins. We offer this position paper as a call for the CHI and CSCW communities to engage with 

Dittos as a concrete lens on the future of AI mediated communication, helping to shape design principles, research methods, 

and ethical norms before such systems become commonplace. 
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