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ABSTRACT1

Recent advances in methods for controlling and cus-2

tomizing AI-generated music and sound point toward a fu-3

ture in which personalized music may become increasingly4

prevalent, yet the ways in which listeners perceive deeply5

personalized sound and music remain unexplored. How6

might listeners experience AI-generated music that uses7

familiar and personally meaningful samples from their fa-8

vorite records or recordings from moments in their own9

lives? We use first-person design research to explore the10

processes of collecting and sharing sound samples to serve11

as source material for sampling and remixing with the help12

of artificial intelligence. We create personalized tracks13

built around those samples for each participant, asking14

participants to listen to their tracks first individually, and15

then in a group setting in a workshop. We study experi-16

ences throughout with journaling and discussion, focusing17

on emotional experiences as well as perspectives on the18

role of AI in the process. Our findings include surprising19

emotional sensitivity and wide-ranging feelings, the im-20

portance of backstories behind sounds, and potential for21

remixing and sampling as ways to reinterpret those sto-22

ries. We discuss implications for how, when, and why AI23

might or might not be used to create personalized music.24

Our work highlights opportunities and challenges for AI25

in creative and emotion-laden activities to envision a more26

human-centered future for musical human-AI interaction.27

1. INTRODUCTION28

Studying creative, subjective, and emotional human inter-29

actions with AI in situated musical environments is hard.30

Controlled studies “in the lab” separate listeners or creators31

from their usual processes in ways that color their experi-32

ences, making it difficult to isolate the effects of new AI33

technology [1,2]. Participants who come to test prototypes34

or learn how to use AI-based creative tools for the first time35

might find their learning curves steep; it can take a long36

time to start to understand how AI works or how to use37

it. In addition, participants might not feel very invested38

in the outcomes of unfamiliar interactions with AI. With39

these challenges in mind, the explorations in this article40

are based on the following question: How do people ex-41

perience musical interactions with AI when they have a42

reason to be emotionally invested in the music created43

through the process?44

We turn to the musical practices of sampling and remix-45

ing as a point of connection to begin studying this question.46

For musicians, one way to hold onto personally meaning-47

ful sounds is to reuse them as creative material through48

sampling and remixing. Artists and producers use samples49

to convey all kinds of emotions, from the pain and anger of50

Pharrell Williams sampling police brutality protests [3] to51

the lighthearted nostalgia of singer Billie Eilish and pro-52

ducer Finneas sampling the sound of crosswalk signals53

from a trip together to Australia [4].54

Reinterpreting recognizable and meaningful source ma-55

terial can offer an immediate point of connection that56

serves to ground a new composition in a particular time,57

place, or emotion [5]. Because of the way they bring rec-58

ognizable elements into otherwise unfamiliar contexts, we59

hypothesize that sampling and remixing present a promis-60

ing entry point for exploring unfamiliar musical interac-61

tions with AI. By establishing an underlying connection62

between AI-generated music and specific sounds or mem-63

ories that are already meaningful to the listener, sampling64

offers a way to raise the emotional stakes for research par-65

ticipants who might not otherwise approach AI-generated66

music as focused and active listeners. At the same time,67

the process of collecting and sharing personal sound col-68

lections to be sampled using AI is itself an opportunity to69

surface design implications for creative human-AI interac-70

tion.71

What personally meaningful sounds do we cherish in72

life? Loved ones’ giggles, or unique creaks of the door73

in a childhood home. Energetic yelling at the neighbor-74

hood market, the timbre of a beloved instrument, the first75

few notes of a favorite record. Ambient environmental76

sounds, the voices of loved ones, and other sounds from77

our varied everyday lives may intrigue, energize, or calm78

us. Sound can make us appreciate what we have or reflect79

on what we have lost. Such "personal sounds" are ubiqui-80

tous and rich with emotional meaning, yet they are fleet-81

ing and ephemeral. How might we keep and savor these82



sounds?83

Focusing on emotional experiences with sound, this84

study asks: How might it feel to collect, share, remix, and85

appreciate emotionally meaningful sounds from our lives?86

What might a remix of personal audio recordings sound87

like, and how might such remixes be experienced by the88

people whose sounds were modified? What parts of the89

process could be delegated to AI, and what parts could not?90

2. RELATED WORK91

2.1 Personalized AI Music and Sound Generation92

This study is motivated by recent advances is music gener-93

ation with AI. Some approaches treat AI-generated content94

primarily from a consumer’s or a listener’s perspective;95

e.g., full-length songs composed with AI music generation96

apps like Lyria, Suno, or Udio, automatically generated97

sound effects for films [6], or music for video games [7].98

Other work engages with AI from the creator’s perspective99

as another tool in a digital toolbox [8–10]. Both of these100

strands of research are moving in recent years toward in-101

creasingly personalized, customized content.102

2.2 Human-AI Collaboration103

User acceptance of AI input often depends on a number of104

factors, including the nature of AI’s task [11, 12], various105

notions of interpretability [13], and user mental models of106

how AI works [14,15]. Adoption of AI is often resisted by107

both domain experts and general users in high-stakes sce-108

narios such as medical diagnosis [16–18] or financial risk109

assessment [19]. Although AI music generation is usu-110

ally not considered a high-stakes scenario, this study aims111

to make the stakes higher than they have been in the past112

through the intentional use of personally meaningful and113

potentially sensitive sound samples, inviting engagement114

with tensions that might otherwise have not yet risen to the115

surface.116

2.3 Emotions and Subjectivity in HCI117

This study explores human interactions with AI through118

the subjective and emotional experiences of participants.119

Within disciplines like HCI and AI, emotional experience120

is often denigrated as an inferior way of knowing, perpet-121

uating an emphasis on rationality and objectivity. This122

emphasis is problematic because what counts as rational123

and objective often reifies colonial, gendered hierarchies124

that (intentionally or not) delineate Western white men as125

civilized, rational, and objective, and everyone else as too126

uncivilized, irrational, and emotional to generate knowl-127

edge. Within HCI, Haraway’s foundational work on situ-128

ated knowledge [20], Bardzell’s agenda for Feminist HCI129

[21], and D’Ignazio and Klein’s book on data feminism130

[22] have all argued for the importance of situated, emo-131

tional, embodied ways of knowing.132

3. PROCESS133

3.1 Steps134

Five co-authors chose to study ourselves through first-135

person research with a four-step process:136

1. Collecting: The five of us each selected 3-5 sound137

recordings of “life-defining” moments, which en-138

tailed either finding and choosing an audio record-139

ing, or at times reflecting on the absence of a desired140

recording (because many of us do not keep audio141

collections).142

2. Sharing: We listened to the sounds as a group143

before explaining their personal, emotional signifi-144

cance to each other.145

3. Remixing: One co-author with music production146

experience played the role of AI in the experiment,147

arranging the sounds into new musical or sound-148

scape "remixes" for each participant. Each remix for149

"Author A" used sounds only from "Author A."150

4. Reinterpreting: We each listened to our respec-151

tive remixes individually, then listened to them as152

a group, and finally shared our responses to the153

remixes with the group. As described in Find-154

ings and Discussion, these remixes presented sonic,155

artistic, and emotional reinterpretations of the orig-156

inal sound recordings and their personal signifi-157

cance, with sometimes pleasing, sometimes upset-158

ting, and often surprising results. At dedicated159

checkpoints throughout our process, we individually160

logged our emotional experiences, and during meet-161

ings we helped one another articulate and further re-162

flect on the emotional meaning of the sounds, the163

remixes, and what it would mean for the remixing to164

be done by AI. These journal entries and resulting165

meeting transcriptions were qualitatively analyzed166

for emergent themes [23].167

3.2 First Person Methods168

Engaging first-person methods enabled direct, firsthand ex-169

perience exploring emotionally sensitive territory. For ex-170

ample, Kumi described the sound of her firstborn’s first171

breaths and wished she could have had an audio recording172

of this; June shared a recording of her dog shortly before173

he passed; Natalie’s sounds touched complicated memo-174

ries of a person in her life. While it would have been175

possible to study external participants instead, we chose176

not to do this in part because we wanted richer firsthand177

knowledge of what turned out to be surprisingly sensitive178

experiences. Moreover, rather than asking participants to179

undertake vulnerable emotional work in an unfamiliar set-180

ting (affective demands on research participants have been181

rightfully critiqued in HCI [24, 25]), our familiarity with182

each other, together with shared authorship in this study,183

made this engagement feel safer and more equitable.184

Additionally, rather than working within the limitations185

of current AI systems or building an entirely automated186



Figure 1. Study process: 1. Collecting personal sounds, 2. Sharing sounds and the stories behind them, 3. Remixing
sounds (with a human musician standing in place of a speculative AI remixer), 4. Listening to the remixes with the group.

system for generating customized music based on samples,187

we instead explore a speculative future in which AI is al-188

ready able to automatically compose customized music for189

participants. We take inspiration from Wizard of Oz proto-190

types, in which a human plays the role of a machine while191

interacting with an unsuspecting human participant [26].192

Because of the vulnerability involved in sharing emotion-193

ally sensitive stories and audio source material, however,194

this study does not employ any deception; instead, to en-195

courage honesty and openness, we employ first-person re-196

search methods, with the five co-authors serving as the five197

participants in the study.198

In accordance with the reflexivity of first person meth-199

ods, we describe our professional and cultural backgrounds200

alongside the personal sounds we shared. Pseudonyms are201

used for anonymous submission.202

Joe is a PhD student researching AI and HCI applied203

to music. His background includes training in music pro-204

duction as well as experience playing music as an indepen-205

dent artist and contributing composition and sound design206

to films and ads. Joe shared a recording of himself playing207

guitar in high school and another recording of a perfor-208

mance from his West African drumming class, which was209

a formative experience in shaping his thinking about music210

and sound.211

Kumi is a university professor in the field of HCI. She212

grew up in Japan but spent more than half of her life213

in the US. She is married and has two young children.214

Kumi shared a sound of her children with their grand-215

mother giggling and singing when they were together prior216

to COVID-19 pandemic.217

Natalie grew up attending 12 different schools in 5218

U.S. states; her sound selections often reflected nostal-219

gia for distant places and times. While navigating fre-220

quent changes, a consistent thread has been taking clar-221

inet lessons for many years and practicing often. She also222

uses field recordings for making music as a hobby. She223

shared sounds of playing clarinet, a loved one playing pi-224

ano, crickets in the South, and the train in a city where she225

formerly lived.226

June is a graduate student studying emerging technol-227

ogy design in the U.S. Her background is a combination of228

architectural design, engineering, and product design. She229

shared the sounds of barks and whines of her terminally ill230

dog greeting her with unbridled joy when she came home231

one day, clicks and clacks of her favorite pastime, com-232

petitive video gaming, and the creak of a door opening to233

indicate that her partner was done with his work for the234

day.235

Howard is an aspiring researcher in HCI and AI. He236

grew up in China and moved to the U.S. five years ago pur-237

suing a career as an academic researcher. Being busy with238

the curriculum, he flies back to his home country only once239

or twice a year visiting his family and friends. He shared240

sounds of his cousin performing an imperfect piece of pi-241

ano in front of the entire family during the Chinese Tradi-242

tional Spring festival, clips from his high school graduation243

ceremony, and a jazz band performing in a cafe where he244

spent a lot of time with his friends before the pandemic.245

3.3 Remixing Process246

Drawing from his professional musical experiences, Joe247

approached remixing as he would when collaborating with248

another artist. (1) First, he interviewed the "sound owner",249

who had provided their personal sounds, to learn the story250

behind the sound and get a general sense of their aesthetic251

tastes. (2) Next, he chose an artistic direction, including252

choices of length, timbre, mood, and whether to deliver a253

short sound-snippet or a song. This sometimes included254

finding one or two "reference tracks" for inspiration. (3)255

In an iterative process, he then listened closely to the per-256

sonal sound recordings, selecting shorter audio clips that257

stood out because they either captured an intended feeling258

or had uniquely interesting sonic qualities. (4) Finally, he259

experimented with transforming and combining those frag-260

ments. These transformations ranged from simply adding261

a single effect such as reverb, echo, or a filter, to creating262

more complex arrangements by organizing, repeating, and263

mixing sounds into a larger piece.264



4. FINDINGS265

4.1 Searching for personal sounds as a reflective266

process267

From the perspective of the "recipient" of a personal remix,268

selecting personally meaningful sounds to be remixed was269

a journey in and of itself. Instead of going out to record270

new sounds, most of us first reflected on what "personally271

meaningful sounds" might be for us; this led us to look for272

sounds from our past. In the process, the act of focusing273

on sounds (as opposed to images or videos) challenged us274

to search our memories in a different way than we are used275

to. Most of us ended up thinking of sounds associated with276

particular times and places in our lives, like a childhood277

music recital, the birth of a child, or the sound of crick-278

ets chirping outside during summer in a childhood home.279

When we did have recordings tied to major life events, we280

felt grateful. For example, June had intentionally recorded281

the a video of her dog’s happy footsteps shortly before he282

passed away as a keepsake; she extracted the audio from283

this video.284

Some sounds were difficult or impossible to obtain. For285

Kumi, the sound of her newborn’s first breath came to286

mind, a sound vivid in memory yet one for which she has287

no recording. When asked to reflect on how she felt about288

not having the recording, Kumi responded, "I have mixed289

feelings. Ultimately, I am OK with not having the record-290

ing of my baby’s first breath. I still clearly remember just291

how viscerally precious that sound was to me. Even if I292

had an audio recording of it, I am not sure if the audio293

file would have captured the heartfelt aspects because it294

was such a high-pitched yet super quiet kind of sound. But295

at the same time, not having the recording of the breath296

makes me think about how I might go about choosing to297

record certain precious sounds in my life in the future, or298

really try to pay attention to the quality of the sounds I299

experience because I may not get to hear it again."300

The seemingly simple exercise of collecting "meaning-301

ful sounds" in our lives made us reflect on how we remem-302

ber events. For some, the prompt to gather recordings in-303

vited renewed attention to the sounds of everyday life and304

appreciative listening to sounds that are typically ignored.305

June shared the sound of the door from her partner’s office306

as he opened it. "I like the sound because I know that’s307

when I could leave my computer, go out, and chat with308

him." After finishing this exercise, Howard was inspired to309

start a practice of deliberately collecting potentially mean-310

ingful sounds from his daily life, which to him now feels311

similar to his practice of taking photos: "When I’m chat-312

ting with my family, especially those who I video chat with313

less frequently, I will now sometimes open my voice memo314

app and record part of the conversation."315

4.2 Stories give significance to sounds316

As a group, we first shared our personal sounds without317

explaining them in order to probe the group’s initial reac-318

tions to the audio recordings themselves. Most of us found319

ourselves trying to guess the context for each sound: was it320

water, footsteps, was it outdoors? The sounds alone did not321

prompt much emotional engagement for listeners at first.322

After learning the context and personal significance behind323

a sound, however, our listening experiences often changed324

dramatically, with the sounds seeming to "come to life".325

June shared a recording of her dog’s excited reaction326

when she came through the front door of her home. Before327

learning the sound’s backstory, for the rest of the group, the328

sound initially felt joyful and lighthearted. After learning329

the sound’s backstory of her dog’s illness and passing, the330

sound took on a deeply poignant, sad, or even haunting331

quality. The stories helped us not only understand why the332

owner chose the sound, but also changed the way we hear333

it.334

For Joe, this group listening exercise felt like a unique335

way to get to know each other better: “Hearing others’336

sounds was a connecting experience. I tried to make sense337

of what I was listening to. I imagined what the sounds were338

about, and I pictured the space where the recordings were339

happening. I came up with my own version of what the340

story might be. After hearing the stories behind the sounds,341

I felt like I was getting to know the person and see the world342

from their perspective. I was engaged in listening to the343

stories more than I might have been otherwise - I wanted344

to know what it was, why they chose that sound.”345

For most of us, in our roles both as "sound owners" and346

as listeners, the backstories felt at least as important, if not347

more important than the sounds themselves. We were not348

aware of this though until the sounds and stories were re-349

vealed to us in this order. This suggests that emotional350

connections between sounds and stories (real or imagined)351

can play a more influential role than we expect.352

4.3 Remixes Open Personal Stories for353

Reinterpretation354

June had initially found it hard to listen to the original355

recording that she shared because it reminded her of her356

loss. The remix, on the other hand, felt more "listenable"357

to her, because it offered a new way to revisit memories of358

her dog. In contrast, Natalie had a negative first reaction to359

her remix, which included a sample of someone in her life360

playing a familiar song. “When I first heard Joe’s remix,361

I felt annoyed and disappointed but not upset. It felt like362

the remix made sense musically, but missed the point emo-363

tionally. The remix seemed to emphasize the song itself...364

the musical style was trampling my own. It also made me365

realize that I hadn’t explained the [connection] between366

me and the person playing the song, so how could he have367

known?”368

Natalie’s perspective on the remix she received was also369

shaped by the group dynamics, the other listeners, and the370

other remixes she heard afterwards: “I only felt upset after371

June shared her remix with the group. Although the sounds372

of her puppy’s last days had been poignant and sad, the373

remix found a sensitive, respectful way to cherish the good374

of that moment, and felt to me like a commemorative cel-375

ebration of her puppy’s life. Then as the group listened to376

my remix, I held back tears. Having such a strong reac-377



tion seems a bit silly in hindsight, but in the moment, I was378

struck by June’s positive experience with her sound and379

wished my remix could have been a positive experience for380

me.” Natalie’s experience speaks to the strong effect that381

social context has on the way we experience music.382

4.4 Importance of Trust383

Sound owners often felt vulnerable when sharing sounds384

with the group. June felt apprehensive about how the remix385

might reinterpret her story. She wrote, "Would he com-386

pletely miss the meaning of the clip to me?" She remem-387

bers trying to cram as many details as possible about her388

dog into the call with Joe. She worried that if he didn’t389

see the whole picture, it might cheapen the memory. June390

began to feel more at ease when Joe made it clear that, in391

his role as the remixer, he was listening to her. She felt392

that he was invested in "doing the clip justice." For June,393

it was frightening to "relinquish ownership of the sound."394

She describes, "I went into the call knowing that the expert395

was skilled in this area, and once I realized he was an em-396

pathetic guy, I felt much more trust than I would have with397

someone driven by only their artistic ego."398

After listening to her personal remix, June wrote: "I399

suddenly broke out into a big smile because the music felt400

like the artist had tried to embody the feeling of the friend-401

ship between Romie and me, as if he really cared – he402

tried to interpret what I had shared with him. And the fact403

that someone listened so attentively and cared at all – this404

forced me to examine the clip as a celebratory experience405

rather than a solemn one." Even though the remix pre-406

sented an emotional interpretation that didn’t quite match407

how June initially felt about the recording of her dog, a408

sense of trust allowed her to appreciate the new interpreta-409

tion instead of being left feeling misunderstood.410

Natalie, on the other hand, had not been given as much411

space to explain her personal samples to Joe in detail; she412

didn’t go through the same trust-building process that June413

did to reassure her that her remixer would care about her414

perspective. This contributed to her negative initial reac-415

tion to her remix. For Natalie, discussing the remix with416

the group in a supportive environment after this first listen417

marked a turning point. “At this point, I felt a flood of grat-418

itude and joy. I had shared my story and negative reaction419

with the group. Joe had listened to me and explained his420

thinking making the remix, and I was struck by how much421

thought and sensitivity he had put into it. Even if it missed422

the mark for me in terms of the sound itself, his thoughtful423

care felt like such a gift. I felt compelled to send a thank424

you email after the group meeting." Natalie wrote after-425

wards: "During those few weeks [collecting and sharing426

sounds], I had been feeling very nostalgic for times gone427

by and places I couldn’t return to. Hearing the sounds from428

different aspects of my life stitched together into the remix429

provided a sort of synthesis and healing.” After learning430

more about the intentions behind the remix, Natalie inter-431

preted the music very differently; this time it left her with432

a positive emotional reaction.433

From Joe’s perspective playing the role of remixer, the434

need for trust came with a sense of personal responsibility.435

After remixing the personal sounds for all five members436

of the group including himself, he wrote: "Even though I437

have some experience playing this role through collabo-438

rating on projects with other musicians or artists, I felt a439

heightened sense of responsibility toward the sound own-440

ers here. Rather than thinking more broadly about who441

the audience for each piece might be, I was focused on442

the one person who shared the original sounds, because443

the emotional stakes were so much higher for that person.444

Because of these high emotional stakes, I spent more of445

my composition time trying to capture the stories at a high446

level and less time executing the details of any individual447

piece than I might have otherwise. While this composi-448

tion process was engaging for me, it was also challenging.449

In particular, when my understanding of the story behind450

a certain sound was less thorough, I felt like I was mak-451

ing guesses and leaving things to chance - giving myself452

the opportunity for a round of revisions would have been a453

nice addition to the process."454

5. DISCUSSION455

5.1 Perspectives on Delegating Creative Work to AI456

Is it possible to trust an algorithm with remixing our per-457

sonal material, with reinterpreting our precious personal458

stories? Lustig et al. highlight the increasing role of "Al-459

gorithmic authority" in society to "interpret, decide, and460

manage" [27] complicated situations that arise throughout461

everyday life. Howell et al. found that, when faced with462

a data-driven algorithmic interpretation of their own feel-463

ings, participants sometimes granted the display a concern-464

ing degree of authority, "trusting" it more than their own465

felt sense [28]. What are the benefits and risks of trusting466

or not trusting an algorithm to work in emotionally sensi-467

tive spaces?468

5.1.1 Kumi’s Perspective469

Kumi is open to having an AI-based system “surprise” her470

once in a while with sounds from her life, much like the471

way Apple iPhoto or Google Photos provides “On This472

Day” (time based) or “This Place” (location based) memo-473

ries automatically selected from the images and videos on474

a phone: “When I see these automatically generated ‘mem-475

ories’ on my phone, I am not expecting them to be perfect476

or even getting it right. I don’t expect AI to ‘understand’477

my life. But it is more about treating them like a gift of op-478

portunity to reflect on things that would otherwise go un-479

noticed.” For Kumi, engaging in this exercise of attending480

to personal sounds made her realize “just how little we pay481

attention to the sonic qualities of our lived lives.” Kumi482

explains that “Currently, there isn’t any system that sug-483

gests to us, ‘Here’s a personal remix of sonic experience484

based on where you were or who you were with. It may485

be imperfect and we might ignore it at first, but once in a486

while, there might be an opportunity for us to say, ‘Hey, I487

appreciate this sound because I would not have noticed it488

otherwise, given the myriad of things going on.’” The AI489



generated remix of personal sounds might also be experi-490

enced much like the way we interact with traditional radio491

stations. “If it ends up playing something that I do not like,492

I would simply switch the channel. With a human artist, we493

might be too polite to tell them I don’t like what you made494

for me, but with a non-human AI musician, we might be495

more open to, or even empowered to speak up what we like496

or not like, and what we hope to see next, and be open to497

multiple iterations.”498

5.1.2 Howard’s Perspective499

Howard envisions a cloud-based system that could provide500

him with a palette of sounds that might be interesting to501

him to remix on his own. This could be based on all the502

sounds he deliberately records from different apps and de-503

vices. Howard would like to be informed about the specific504

model the AI musician might use and the dataset the model505

was trained on, possibly through documenting methods506

like Model Cards [29] and Datasheets for Datasets [30].507

With a sufficient level of transparency, Howard may be508

able to imagine having AI involved in an entire music cre-509

ation pipeline.510

5.1.3 Natalie’s Perspective511

Natalie believes it would be extremely difficult to provide a512

positive emotional experience with AI. Even with emotion-513

tagging audio, even with genre-matching to produce some-514

thing in a style favored by the listener, and even with AI-515

generated music, interpersonal trust and relational care are516

what made the process meaningful for Natalie. Rather than517

attempting to use AI to generate music instead of musi-518

cians, AI can help in other ways. Adding human-AI col-519

laborative features to existing digital audio workstations520

(DAWs) can provide greater creative possibilities for musi-521

cians to work with while remaining sensitive to emotional522

nuances. AI can help narrow the search space while leav-523

ing final decisions for humans, musician and listener. AI524

might even help listeners find musicians based on musi-525

cal or emotional preferences, or other characteristics. For526

Natalie, rather than attempting to use AI to supplant the527

already precarious labor of musicians, it seems more equi-528

table and just to instead use AI to help provide paid gigs529

for musicians, in the process enabling more non-musicians530

to engage the expressive potential of remixing personal531

sounds.532

5.1.4 Joe’s Perspective533

Joe saw the potential for human-AI co-creation with per-534

sonal sounds as a tool for creative inspiration: "Hearing535

something that is uniquely yours suddenly take shape in536

a more fully realized form than you knew was possible -537

that can be inspirational and encouraging." He imagined538

a future where AI sometimes serves the purpose of em-539

phasizing sounds worth listening to (even if the AI often540

misses the mark). At the same time, after seeing firsthand541

examples of the surprisingly powerful emotional impact542

that personalizing and remixing sound can have, he started543

to picture a scarier future in which AI-generated music is544

deployed in a manipulative way - for example, to play on545

consumers’ emotions in order to encourage them to spend546

money.547

5.2 Privacy and ownership548

Through the process of handing over life-defining sounds549

(whether to a human or an AI) to be remixed and re-550

contextualized, this study offers a look into privacy consid-551

erations that can arise when designing personalized sound552

and music. While work in media studies, musicology,553

and law has examined ethics, cultural practices, and le-554

gal implications of sampling and remixing in music (e.g.555

[31–33]), the sampling discussed in this literature usually556

takes place between one artist and one sound owner (e.g.,557

Public Enemy sampling James Brown). Personalized mu-558

sic created with the help of AI, however, opens the door to559

the possibility of sampling on a much larger scale, drawing560

from any individual’s sounds that have been recorded and561

made available; training generative AI models on recorded562

music has been compared to sampling in recent debates563

around how generative AI should be regulated.564

Considering a future in which some form of sampling565

can be automated raised questions about what constitutes566

ethical use of sounds recorded in everyday life. Sounds are567

all around us, able to be recorded, but ownership can be568

unclear. Most sound owners felt uncomfortable with the569

idea of sharing precious sounds outside the research group570

without permission–and yet, some of the personal sounds571

shared within the group were recorded with others present572

or even in public spaces. What if a recording captured by573

one person contains another person’s precious moment?574

Consent, intention, and sensitivity to cultural histories575

emerged as common themes when reflecting on the expe-576

rience of allowing our sounds to be remixed. Joe felt un-577

comfortable with the idea of sampling one of the sounds578

he had shared with the group, because he knew that a579

person whose voice was captured in that clip would not580

want to be remixed: "It feels wrong to change this record-581

ing from its original form. I know he would disapprove."582

Natalie shared having experienced a similar feeling while583

walking with a friend who expressed wanting to record the584

sound of people singing during a baptism in a river as they585

passed by - "You can’t use that!" Kumi noticed one partic-586

ular segment in which the sounds of her Japanese family587

were changed to sound different from their original cultural588

context. She felt surprised (but in her case, not uncom-589

fortable), describing the sounds as "Church like! Western590

European, unexpected and really different from what it is!"591

6. CONCLUSION592

This study contributed first-person design research explor-593

ing a process of collecting, remixing, sharing, and reinter-594

preting personal sounds. We found that while personally595

meaningful sounds were expressive emotional materials to596

work with, they also presented chances for misunderstand-597

ing and discomfort. Interpersonal trust and communication598



of stories behind sounds played an important role in shap-599

ing experiences with these sensitive materials.600

7. ETHICS STATEMENT601

This work aims to reveal ways in which AI music tech-602

nology, especially when used carelessly, might cause emo-603

tional distress, with the goal of informing the research604

community about these risks. In the process, our user605

study asks participants to undertake vulnerable emotional606

work; to minimize the risks involved and to make this en-607

gagement safe and equitable, we chose to conduct our user608

study through first-person research, with 5 co-authors serv-609

ing as the research participants.610
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