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Introduction

e Overly generous offers without sufficient explanation elicit
“phantom costs” (e.g., risk, ulterior motives).
o Reducing the likelihood of accepting the offer [1].
e Robots are socially ambiguous (programmed yet social).

Offer: Cookie with or
W

ithout $2.

Explanation: ate
cookies with friends
and have leftovers.
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Robot - Cookie + $2 Reprinted with permission from [2], © IEEE 2025

Robot - Cookie

StUdy 4 N = 855; online

e Car sales agent offer 5% or 85% discount
e Agent autonomy (decisions made by agent or manager)

5.0 -

4.5 -

4.0 -

3.5 -

3.0 -

Research Questions

.Do people perceive phantom costs in HRI?

ow do phantom costs influence decision-making?
.Do phantom costs differ from those in HHI?
4.What factors influence phantom costs?

Common methodology

e Offer paradigm: Human vs. Robot agents make offers with
or without extra money with no further justification.

e Measures: Phantom cost ratings (Likert) and offer
acceptance (yes/no).

Main findings:

Perceived plausibility of the explanation s PC and ~ acceptance.

Main findings:
At least 3 sources of phantom costs.
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Conclusion
To reduce phantom costs:

Robots should provide sufficient and plausible explanations
for their actions. Designers should carefully control their
robot’s level of anthropomorphism and autonomy.
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