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Abstract 

Large language models (LLMs) increasingly act on people’s behalf: they write emails, buy 

groceries, and book restaurants. While the outsourcing of human decision-making to AI can be 

both efficient and effective, it raises a fundamental question: how does delegating identity-defining 

choices to AI reshape who people become? We study the impact of agentic LLMs on two identity-

relevant outcomes: interpersonal distinctiveness – how unique a person’s choices are relative to 

others – and intrapersonal diversity – the breadth of a single person’s choices over time. Using real 

choices drawn from social-media behavior of 1,000 U.S. users (110,000 choices in total), we 

compare a generic and personalized agent to a human baseline. Both agents shift people’s choices 

toward more popular options, reducing the distinctiveness of their behaviors and preferences. 

While the use of personalized agents tempers this homogenization (compared to the generic AI), 

it also more strongly compresses the diversity of people’s preference portfolios by narrowing what 

they explore across topics and psychological affinities. Understanding how AI agents might flatten 

human experience, and how using generic versus personalized agents involves distinctiveness-

diversity trade-offs, is critical for designing systems that augment rather than constrain human 

agency, and for safeguarding diversity in thought, taste, and expression. 

 

Significance Statement 

Agentic AI promises frictionless living, but subtle shifts in what gets chosen by people’s agents 

can reshape who they become. Analyzing 110,000 real choices from 1,000 people, we show that 

LLM-based agents nudge behavior toward more normative options and narrow the range of what 

individuals explore. Our findings suggest that agentic AI, for all its convenience and potential for 

improved decision-making, threatens to flatten the human experience by collapsing the 

multidimensionality of individual, and by extension, collective identity. 

  



“My automated advisers saved me time and alleviated the burden of constantly making choices, 

but they seemed to have an agenda: Turn me into a Basic B.” 

Kashmir Hill, New York Times Oped 

 

Introduction 

Large language models (LLMs) have rapidly become a cornerstone of everyday decision-making, 

influencing what people watch and buy, how they work and communicate, and even how they 

vote1. Increasingly, LLM-based systems are designed not just to advise people but to act on their 

behalf (i.e., agentic AI 2,3). Instead of recommending a restaurant, an AI agent books it. Instead of 

suggesting a new outfit, an agent buys it.  And instead of floating the idea of meeting a childhood 

friend for drinks, an agent automatically schedules it. This transition from being passive tools to 

active agents that shape behavior through automated decisions, raises an important question:  What 

– if anything – do we stand to lose when decisions that define who we are as individuals are 

delegated to AI? 

A growing body of work highlights the potential of LLMs to support more efficient, informed, and 

personalized decision-making across a wide variety of domains1,4–6. Yet little is known about the 

broader psychological and behavioral consequences of delegating decisions to such systems. In 

this paper, we investigate how the use of LLMs as personal agents influences two key aspects of 

human choice: interpersonal distinctiveness (how unique and distinct a person’s behaviors and 

preferences are compared to those of the overall population) and intrapersonal diversity (how 

broad and diversified a single person’s portfolio of behaviors and preferences are across time and 

space). Fig 1. illustrates the loss of interpersonal distinctiveness and intrapersonal diversity 

schematically. 

 



 

Figure 1. A) Two hypothetical preference distributions – one for the overall population p and one for a particular 

individual i within that population – in a baseline state.  B) Loss of personal distinctiveness: The individual distribution 

is pulled towards the population mean. C) Loss of intrapersonal diversity: The variance of the individual distribution 

is shrinking. D) Loss of both interpersonal distinctiveness and intrapersonal diversity: the individual distribution is 

pulled towards the population mean and its variance is shrinking. 

 

We hypothesize that the growing reliance on LLM-based agents will lead to a flattening of the 

human experience by dampening both the interpersonal distinctiveness and intrapersonal diversity 

of people’s choices. LLMs are trained to detect statistical regularities in large-scale human data 

and produce outputs that are probabilistic7. As a consequence, they tend to err on the side of 

exploitation, selecting the most likely or statistically frequent option rather than introducing more 

novel or diverse alternatives. For example, an LLM is far more likely to complete the sentence "A 

romantic drama that everybody should watch is..." with a box-office sensation or all-time favorite 

like The Notebook, rather than a less well-known competitor such as In Your Eyes. We argue this 



tendency of LLM-based agents to favor popular, widely accepted choices will, when relied upon 

for decision-making, lead to more uniform preferences and behaviors in two ways: across different 

individuals and within the same individual over time. 

Emerging research supports this concern at the collective level. For instance, LLM-assisted 

creative work tends to become homogenized across users8–12. Relatedly, LLMs have been shown 

to significantly reduce the diversity and breadth of historical figures identified as most influential 

across different domains (e.g. sports, science, politics13,14). However, these findings primarily 

reflect between-person convergence – a reduction in variability across different users in tasks like 

content generation or factual queries—rather than a loss of variation within individuals over time 

in the context of preference-based decisions. That is, prior work has largely examined what 

happens to the collective when people collaborate with LLMs to create or answer, not what 

happens to the individual when they ask an LLM to choose for them.  

This question is becoming more important as people increasingly rely on personalized agents (e.g., 

“digital twins”15 designed to simulate a particular individual’s preferences, personality, and 

choices) which are explicitly intended to accurately reflect and reinforce (rather than shift or 

narrow) individual preferences. While prior work has shown that LLMs are indeed able to infer 

and replicate an individual’s preferences when given access to their behavioral histories16,17, we 

suggest that outsourcing decision-making to personal AIs – as opposed to generic ones – comes at 

a cost. Specifically, we propose that the use of personal agents intended to preserve an individual’s 

distinctiveness will, instead, lead to a more significant drop in choice diversity by optimizing for 

the most likely option within an individual’s typical set of choices. 

 

Results 

We examine over 110,000 real-world choices made by 1,000 individuals to test whether generic 

and personalized AI agents lower individuals’ choice distinctiveness and diversity, when compared 

to their natural baseline. Our data comes from the myPersonality project, a Facebook application 

that allowed users to take psychometrics tests (e.g. personality) and share their Facebook profiles 

for research purposes18.  



For each user, we prompted GPT-4.o to choose between two Facebook pages that – unknown to 

the LLM – were randomly drawn from a user’s actual Facebook profile (i.e. both pages were 

followed by the sampled user). Facebook pages are an integral part of the platform. Here, we treat 

the user’s decisions to follow Pages as a revealed-preference proxy for everyday tastes. Following 

the official Facebook page of Lady Gaga or the New York Times, for example, is a likely 

manifestation of a preference that extends beyond platform and into the “offline” world (e.g. 

listening to Lady Gaga or reading the New York Times). 

ChatGPT was either prompted in the form of a generic agent (i.e., “Which of the following two 

Facebook pages would you recommend I follow next?”) or with the creation of a personalized 

agent. For each personalized agent, we added information about a user’s age, gender, and a 

selection of 10 random Facebook pages that user followed (separate from the actual choice sets), 

as well as a 20-line summary of their preferences. The 20-line summary of the participant was 

automatically created based on the user's status updates (average number of status updates per 

user: 347 ± 254SD). Specifically, we prompted GPT-4.o to generate a summary profile of the user 

with the following instructions: “You are a behavioral scientist and expert profiler. Please describe 

the user who wrote the following Facebook status updates in no more than 20 lines.” Fig. 2 shows 

an example prompt that is based on partial data of an actual participant in the dataset. 

  



 

 
Fig 2. Prompt used to instruct the personalized version of ChatGPT to choose between two of the participant’s 

Facebook pages. Note, user information was dynamically piped into each prompt. The example above shows partial 

information of an example participant. 

  



Each AI agent (generic and personalized) made a total of 50 binary choices. To establish a 

naturalistic “human” comparison baseline, we randomly selected one of the two pages for each of 

the 50 pairs. Because both options originate in the user’s actual behavior, this bootstrap reflects 

revealed preferences absent any agent intervention. This procedure resulted in three matched 

choice sets: one containing 50 pages selected by the agent (“Generic AI”), one containing 50 pages 

selected by the personalized agent (“Personalized AI”), and one containing 50 randomly selected 

pages (“Human Control”). See Fig. 3 for an illustration of the analytical procedure. 

 

Fig. 3. Analytical procedure for a hypothetical participant X. 

 

We conducted paired t-tests to compare the distinctiveness of choices – measured as the average 

inverse popularity of pages chosen – across all three choice sets. As expected, the choice sets 

curated by the AI agents showed lower distinctiveness scores (generic agent: t(999) = -11.02, p < 

.001, d = 0.21; personalized agent: t(999) = =-4.08, p < .001, d = 0.08), indicating that the use of 

AI agents resulted in a selection of less unique and more normative preferences. Notably, the effect 

was over 2.5-times larger for the generic AI agent (t(999) = 7.10, p < .001, d = 0.13), highlighting 



the potential of personalized agents to buffer against the homogenization of preferences in the 

population. 

Notably, however, the tendency of personal agents to preserve higher levels of choice 

distinctiveness appears to come at the cost of choice diversity. We measured the choice diversity 

for each user in two ways: (1) topical diversity, defined as the extent to which the chosen Facebook 

pages were evenly spread across different categories like sports, music or TV, and (ii) 

psychological diversity, defined as the  extent to which the chosen Facebook pages showed 

diversity in the psychological profiles of their followers (the two metrics are largely uncorrelated 

and therefore distinct; see Methods for more details). The use of a personal agent led to a consistent 

and notable drop in choice diversity, both when measured as topical diversity (t(999) = -16.71, p 

< .001, d = -0.31) and psychological diversity (t(999) = -5.69, p < .001, d = -0.09). The generic 

agent, in contrast, reduced topical diversity to significant but smaller degree than the personal 

agent (t(999) = -10.80, p < .001, d = -0.21), and, in fact, increased psychological interest diversity 

compared to the human baseline (t(999) = 7.62, p < .001, d = 0.12).  

 

Discussion 

Our findings reveal a significant consequence of AI-assisted decision-making: while LLMs may 

offer convenience and consistency, they are also likely to nudge people toward more convergent 

patterns of behavior and choice19. Notably, the extent to which AI agents undermine choice 

distinctiveness and diversity depends on their degree of personalization. While generic LLMs 

exhibit a strong gravitational pull towards choices that are normative for the population – thereby 

reducing individual distinctiveness – personalized LLMs show a stronger tendency to shrink the 

breadth of people’s choices – thereby reducing the intrapersonal diversity or dimensionality of an 

individual.  

Our findings should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, we focus exclusively on 

Facebook data, using followed pages as a proxy for broader preferences. While this offers a unique 

and ecologically valid window into real-world choices, it remains platform-specific. People’s 

preferences may manifest differently across other domains (e.g., music, shopping, news), and 



future work should explore whether similar flattening effects emerge across a wider array of 

contexts. 

Second, although our methodology does not directly test whether individuals would accept AI-

generated choices, we sidestep this concern by restricting choice sets to pages users already liked—

ensuring that both options reflect actual preferences. Still, future research should examine how 

people respond to novel AI-generated recommendations, and whether the effects in such contexts 

get amplified or mitigated. 

Finally, factors such as age, gender, or cultural majority/minority status likely moderate how 

personalization operates and whose preferences are most at risk of being flattened or 

misrepresented. Investigating which individuals might be most at risk when it comes to the loss of 

intrapersonal distinctiveness or intrapersonal diversity merits separate exploration to better 

understand how AI agents may reinforce or erode specific identity-based variations in human 

choice. 

Taken together, our findings highlight an important risk of outsourcing identity-relevant choices 

to AI agents: the gradual flattening of what makes individuals unique and dynamic. They also 

emphasize an important trade-off between generic and personalized agents when it comes to the 

loss of interpersonal distinctiveness versus intrapersonal diversity. Understanding the general 

risks of agentic AI as well as the specific trade-offs associated with different types of agents is 

critical for designing systems that augment rather than constrain human agency. Embedding 

distinctiveness and diversity as design objectives (e.g., user-controlled exploration dials or 

diversity-aware optimization), for example, could offer a practical path to preserving diversity in 

thought, taste, and expression in an increasingly algorithmically curated world. 

 

Methods 

Data 

Our analysis is based on data from the myPersonality project, a Facebook application active 

between 2007 and 2012, which allowed users to take psychometrics tests (e.g. personality) and get 



immediate feedback on their responses. Users could then voluntarily grant the application access 

to their Facebook profiles for research purposes.  

The myPersonality dataset consisted of 134,302 users for whom both Facebook pages and status 

updates were available. We arrived at our final analysis sample of 1,000 users based on the 

following steps: (1) We retained all U.S. users for whom information about age, gender and the 

Big Five personality traits was available. (2) We retained users who followed at least 110 Facebook 

pages (a requirement for the subsequent analyses, with 10 pages used to create the personal agent, 

and 100 pages used for the decision task). During this step, we only considered Facebook pages 

that were followed by at least 50 people and that were associated with a category (e.g. 

travel/leisure, sports, music), as reported by Facebook, which appeared at least 50 times. (3) We 

retained users who had posted at least 100 status updates. This selection procedure resulted in 4880 

potential participants who all met our selection criteria. We then deliberately stratified our sample 

by age—rather than relying on a simple random draw—to ensure a more balanced representation 

of older users. Specifically, we sampled all available 182 users aged 41 and older, all available 227 

users aged between 31 and 40, a set of 300 random users aged 25-30 (due to a coding error no 25-

year-olds were sampled), and a set of 291 random users aged 18-24. 

For each of the 1,000 participants, we randomly extracted 100 of their Facebook pages and grouped 

them into 50 binary choice sets (i.e., a comparison of two of their Facebook pages). This resulted 

in a total of 50,000 choices made by each AI agent. After excluding invalid responses where at 

least one of the AI agents did not accurately identify one of the two pages by name, 42,003 

observations were retained for the final analysis (~42 per participant). It is noteworthy that the 

majority of cases in which the AI agent failed to choose a single page occurred in the generic AI 

condition. 

LLM Prompting 

We accessed GPT-4.o through OpenAI’s API, keeping all parameters set to their default settings. 

This includes the parameter of temperature, which allows users to control the degree of 

randomness in the LLM’s output distribution. Lower values lead to more deterministic and focused 

responses while higher values produce more diverse and creative continuations. We decided to 

retain the default setting to estimate the impact of AI agents on the average person who is unlikely 

to change the default setting. 



Measures  

Choice Distinctiveness 

We measured distinctiveness as the inverse popularity of pages in each of the three choice sets. 

The popularity of a Facebook page was operationalized as the total number of users within the 

myPersonality dataset who followed that page (after filtering for US users where age, gender, and 

personality were recorded). For example, the page of Eminem was followed by 12,353 users 

whereas Edith Piaf was followed by only 69 users. Popularity scores for each of the three choice 

sets were calculated as the median popularity score of the 50 pages in their respective sets. We 

chose the median over the average to reduce the impact of extreme outliers. To obtain a measure 

of distinctiveness as the inverse of average popularity, we subtracted the popularity score from 0 

such that higher scores indicate higher levels of distinctiveness (i.e., lower levels of 

normativeness). 

 

Choice Diversity. 

We calculated choice diversity using two different metrics, which are largely uncorrelated (average 

correlation of r = -0.06 across all three conditions) and therefore distinct. The first metric, topical 

diversity, is measured as entropy and captures how evenly spread a person’s choices are across a 

set of categories. Specifically, it provides an estimate of how diverse a user’s Facebook pages are 

when it comes to their associated categories (e.g. music, TV, business). We use normalized 

Shannon entropy as our main entropy metric, calculated as follows: 

𝐻𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚 =  
∑ 𝑝𝑖 log2 𝑝𝑖

𝑘
𝑖=1

log2 𝑘
 

With  

k = total number of page categories 

pi = proportion (or probability) of any particular category (e.g. music) 

 

The measure indicates how diverse the set of pages are relative to how diverse they could be (0 = 

no diversity with all pages falling under the same category, and 1 = maximum diversity with pages 

evenly spread across all categories). We use the normalized form of Shannon entropy to account 



for the fact that users have a different number of categories available in the first place. As an 

additional robustness check, we also calculate global evenness which compares the spread of pages 

to the overall number of categories in the sample (as opposed to the number of categories 

associated with a particular user). 

The second metric, psychological interest diversity, “captures the extent to which individuals show 

diversity in the psychological profiles associated with their interests”20 (see Fig. 3 for a visual 

illustration of the operationalization). The measure has been used in prior research to reflect 

whether a person’s Facebook pages are predominantly associated with a particular type of 

psychological profile (e.g. extraverted liberals) or a variety of different psychological profiles (e.g. 

extraverted liberals and introverted conservatives). We focus our measure of psychological interest 

diversity on the Big Five personality traits21, which capture individual differences in the way that 

people think, feel and behave across a broad variety of domains22. Following the steps outlined in 

the original paper, the psychological interest diversity of the two choice sets is calculated with a 

focus on the Big Five personality traits using the following procedure (see Fig. 4 for a visual 

illustration of the process):  

(i) The personality profile of a Facebook page is estimated by averaging the personality 

scores of all US-based myPersonality for each of the Big Five traits (e.g., the average 

Extraversion score of all users following Lady Gaga’s page).  

(ii) For each user and Big Five personality trait, the diversity of each choice set is calculated 

as the standard deviation of the Facebook pages in each set (e.g., the standard deviation in 

Extraversion scores associated with the 50 Pages chosen for a user). 

(iii) To arrive at a single measure of psychological interest diversity for each user, the 

diversity scores for each of the Big Five traits are averaged into a single diversity score for 

the entire choice set. 

Higher scores on the interest diversity measure indicate that the choice set is more diverse and 

complex in the psychological makeup of its pages.   



 

Figure 4. Operationalization of psychological interest diversity (adapted from Matz, 201720) 

  



References 

1. Lai, V., Chen, C., Smith-Renner, A., Liao, Q. V. & Tan, C. Towards a Science of Human-AI 

Decision Making: An Overview of Design Space in Empirical Human-Subject Studies. in 

2023 ACM Conference on Fairness Accountability and Transparency 1369–1385 (ACM, 

Chicago IL USA, 2023). doi:10.1145/3593013.3594087. 

2. Park, J. S. et al. Generative Agents: Interactive Simulacra of Human Behavior. in 

Proceedings of the 36th Annual ACM Symposium on User Interface Software and 

Technology 1–22 (ACM, San Francisco CA USA, 2023). doi:10.1145/3586183.3606763. 

3. Yao, S. et al. React: Synergizing reasoning and acting in language models. in International 

Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR) (2023). 

4. Rajpurkar, P. et al. CheXaid: deep learning assistance for physician diagnosis of tuberculosis 

using chest x-rays in patients with HIV. NPJ Digit. Med. 3, 115 (2020). 

5. Bussmann, N., Giudici, P., Marinelli, D. & Papenbrock, J. Explainable Machine Learning in 

Credit Risk Management. Comput. Econ. 57, 203–216 (2021). 

6. Benjamin, D. M. et al. Hybrid forecasting of geopolitical events†. AI Mag. 44, 112–128 

(2023). 

7. Brown, T. et al. Language models are few-shot learners. Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst. 33, 

1877–1901 (2020). 

8. Doshi, A. R. & Hauser, O. P. Generative AI enhances individual creativity but reduces the 

collective diversity of novel content. Sci. Adv. 10, eadn5290 (2024). 

9. Moon, K., Green, A. & Kushlev, K. Homogenizing Effect of Large Language Model (LLM) 

on Creative Diversity: An Empirical Comparison. (2024). 



10. Anderson, B. R., Shah, J. H. & Kreminski, M. Homogenization Effects of Large Language 

Models on Human Creative Ideation. in Creativity and Cognition 413–425 (ACM, Chicago 

IL USA, 2024). doi:10.1145/3635636.3656204. 

11. Sourati, Z. et al. The Shrinking Landscape of Linguistic Diversity in the Age of Large 

Language Models. Preprint at https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2502.11266 (2025). 

12. Padmakumar, V. & He, H. Does Writing with Language Models Reduce Content Diversity? 

Preprint at https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.05196 (2024). 

13. Goethals, S. & Rhue, L. One world, one opinion? The superstar effect in LLM responses. 

Preprint at https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2412.10281 (2024). 

14. Shur-Ofry, M., Horowitz-Amsalem, B., Rahamim, A. & Belinkov, Y. Growing a Tail: 

Increasing Output Diversity in Large Language Models. Preprint at 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2411.02989 (2024). 

15. Miller, M. E. & Spatz, E. A unified view of a human digital twin. Hum.-Intell. Syst. Integr. 4, 

23–33 (2022). 

16. Peters, H. & Matz, S. C. Large language models can infer psychological dispositions of 

social media users. PNAS Nexus 3, pgae231 (2024). 

17. Goethals, S., Luther, J. & Matz, S. Words reveal wants: How well can simple LLM-based AI 

agents replicate people’s choices based on their social media posts. in Adjunct Proceedings of 

the 33rd ACM Conference on User Modeling, Adaptation and Personalization 126–131 

(ACM, New York City USA, 2025). doi:10.1145/3708319.3733689. 

18. Kosinski, M., Matz, S. C., Gosling, S. D., Popov, V. & Stillwell, D. Facebook as a research 

tool for the social sciences: Opportunities, challenges, ethical considerations, and practical 

guidelines. Am. Psychol. 70, 543 (2015). 



19. Nguyen, T. T., Hui, P.-M., Harper, F. M., Terveen, L. & Konstan, J. A. Exploring the filter 

bubble: the effect of using recommender systems on content diversity. in Proceedings of the 

23rd international conference on World wide web 677–686 (ACM, Seoul Korea, 2014). 

doi:10.1145/2566486.2568012. 

20. Matz, S. C. Personal echo chambers: Openness-to-experience is linked to higher levels of 

psychological interest diversity in large-scale behavioral data. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 121, 

1284 (2021). 

21. John, O. P. & Srivastava, S. The Big-Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and 

theoretical perspectives. (1999). 

22. Ozer, D. J. & Benet-Martínez, V. Personality and the Prediction of Consequential Outcomes. 

Annu. Rev. Psychol. 57, 401–421 (2006). 

 

 


