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PLAUSIBILITY OF A ROBOT’S
EXPLANATION SHAPES

PHANTOM COSTS 

Introduction Objectives and Predictions
In HHI, overly generous offers without clear justification
elicit phantom costs (e.g., hidden motives, risk) and
reduce acceptance [1].

Cookie with or without $2, justifying they were eating
cookies with friends.

Extended to HRI [2-3]
However: implausible for robots
People show epistemic vigilance toward robot-provided
information [4]

Perceived plausibility: how believable an explanation is
given the agent communicating it.

1.Replicate the phantom costs effect in HRI.
2.Extend the paradigm by testing how perceived plausibility

shapes: Phantom costs, Offer acceptance, Trust in the agent.
Implausibility:↑phantom costs (H1),↓offer acceptance
(H2) and↓trust in the agent (H3).
H4: Stronger effect on moral than performance trust.
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Replication of phantom costs in HRI.
Perceived plausibility of an agent’s explanation 

decreases phantom costs
increases acceptance and trustworthiness.
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Decision-making (accept/reject the offer)
Justification (text-entry box)
Phantom costs (Likert scales)
Perceived plausibility: “It is plausible that a [agent] might
have just eaten cookies with friends” (Likert scale)
Trust (shortened MDMT [5])

Moral: benevolent, has goodwill; genuine, sincere; ethical,
moral.
Performance: competent; reliable.

To reduce phantom costs and promote effective HRI, robot
explanations should be:

 sufficient (to justify the action)
plausible (given the characteristics of the robot)

➔ Plausibility effects did not differ
between moral and performance trust.
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