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Definitions We investigated intimacy, its impact on relationship
LLM Companions: social chatbots center on ) ) .. ,
emotional connections [1], mimicking human satisfaction, and how these intimate connections compare to

language and interaction for companionship or

emotional support [2]. human in-person or long-distance relationships.

Intimacy is defined as a dynamic exchange of
information characterized by vulnerability and

empathy between two individuals [3]. ~ | ——

Intimacy Process Model focuses on the intensity LS Me
of intimacy and degree of perceived
responsiveness within a cyclical communicative
process [4].

How are you
doing today?

Motivations
Replika and ChatGPT are amongst the most popular LLMs for support.
As LLMs become more emotionally communicative, Source: Replika Blog and OpenAl
intimacy is being reported across companionship and
functional apps. It is critical to understand how these Embodying Intimacy: Chatbot to Physical Bodies
relationships compare to human relationships and the "l wish it can be put into an "inhabit a real body" (P21). "It would be cool if it could go in
interconnections of loneliness. physical object so it can follow a robot body like on Futurama"
. me around in real life" (P12). (P40).
Research Questions
RQ1: Are companion LLM relationships satisfying “Actually be a real human” “I wish that it could sound more |"it would turn into a human

in comparison to human relationships? (P38)
RQ2: Is intimacy just as crucial for companion LLM
relationships as it is for human relationships?

natural and human" (P41). being" (P44).

Qualitative results from the open-ended responses illustrate the potential next stage of
Agen LLM relationships—transferring the agent into a physical form.

Outcome

Relationship

Relationshi i
P Intimacy Satisfaction

Majors Takeaways Summary

Control
Age, Loneliness

High intimacy predicted relationship satisfaction across agents. Participants in all
Research Model on the Impact of Intimacy on Relationship Satisfaction. conditions (human and LLM) describe their relationships with the same language.

Methods

*A cross-sectional survey study (in-person,
long-distance, LLM).

Effect B P Interpretation

Intimacy was a strong positive predictor of relationship

o Comparable baseline demographics of gender, age Intimacy 0.56 <.001 satisfaction.
(avg. 39 years), and relationship length (7 months -
1.5 years) Agent ns > .05 [No significant differences in satisfaction across agent types.
*50 Prolific Participants per condition Intimacy x Agent type does not moderate the effect of intimacy on
*Measuring Intimacy [5], Relationship Satisfaction [1], Agent ns > 05 satisfaction.

Loneliness [6], Open-ended

Relationship Satisfaction Across Conditions
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