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Abstract: Artificial intelligence voice assistants increasingly shape how gender is experienced and 
understood through digital sound. The design of feminized AI voices reflects and reinforces cultural 
expectations that link femininity with service, politeness, and emotional labor. Through an interdis-
ciplinary framework grounded in gender performativity theory, technofeminist analysis, and sound 
studies, this paper examines how vocal features such as pitch, tone, rhythm, and speech patterns 
encode social roles within AI systems. These vocal characteristics are not neutral but function as 
carriers of symbolic meaning, aligning technological outputs with long-standing gender hierarchies. 
The widespread adoption of female-voiced assistants in domestic and service-oriented applications 
illustrates how gendered labor is reimagined in digital form. At the same time, limited representa-
tion of non-binary and culturally diverse voices highlights a structural gap in current AI voice de-
sign. Ethical concerns emerge around the standardization of voice as both a technical product and 
a social interface. A more inclusive approach to voice technology requires recognition of sound as 
a material practice that shapes identity, agency, and interaction. Rather than treating voice as a pas-
sive output, AI systems should be developed with attention to cultural specificity, user diversity, 
and the symbolic implications of auditory design. Understanding voice as a site of power and rep-
resentation offers a critical pathway toward more equitable and reflective technological develop-
ment. 

Keywords: AI voice assistant; gender performativity; technofeminism; digital soundscape; voice 
ethics 
 

1. Introduction 
1.1. Origin of the Problem 

When users interact with voice assistants to ask about the weather, play music, or 
engage in casual conversation, a striking phenomenon becomes apparent: these digital 
assistants are almost universally programmed to use female voices [1]. This gendered de-
sign is not a purely technical choice but a significant manifestation of gender construction 
within the digital era. 

As digital technologies advance rapidly, AI voice assistants have become embedded 
in the daily routines of millions of individuals. The prevalence of female-voiced systems 
reflects a deeper issue, namely, the reproduction and reinforcement of traditional gender 
stereotypes through technological design. This phenomenon underscores how gender 
roles are subtly perpetuated and normalized through the ways technology is designed 
and used [2]. The influence of immersive digital modeling and interactive system design 
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in other domains, such as manufacturing, highlights how interface aesthetics and voice 
output are deeply intertwined with user expectations and affective responses [3]. There-
fore, gender choices in voice assistants can be viewed as both emotional design decisions 
and structural artifacts of broader socio-technical systems. 

It is therefore necessary to ask why AI voice assistants predominantly adopt female 
voices and what gender ideologies underlie this design choice. These systems should not 
be regarded as entirely neutral tools [4]. Rather, they often reflect social constructs and 
may carry embedded cultural values and ideological assumptions. Coordination and 
scheduling structures, as explored in intelligent supply chain design [5], show that seem-
ingly “efficient” systems are often shaped by deeply human heuristics—choices about fa-
miliarity, trust, and comfort—which can include gendered perceptions of authority or as-
sistance. 

From the perspective of digital anthropology, the gendering of AI voice assistants 
may be interpreted as a novel form of digital gender performativity that reflects emerging 
patterns of human-machine interaction. Unlike conventional gender expressions rooted 
in human biology and sociocultural norms, this form of performativity is mediated and 
extended by technological agents. This requires a reconceptualization of gender as a dy-
namic process shaped by interactions between humans and machines [6]. 

1.2. Research Value 
The theoretical contribution of this study lies in extending the concept of gender per-

formativity into the domain of digital technology. By proposing the framework of digital 
gender performativity, this research examines how AI voice systems actively participate 
in and transform contemporary processes of gender construction. This framework 
demonstrates how technological artifacts contribute to the production of gendered mean-
ing, and how interactions between humans and machines generate new spaces for gender 
performance. 

From a practical perspective, the study addresses not only the presence of gender 
bias in the design of AI systems but also the ways in which this bias is internalized and 
normalized in everyday use. Female voices are frequently perceived as warmer, more em-
pathetic, and more approachable. These associations reinforce traditional expectations of 
femininity as nurturing, gentle, and service-oriented, often without users even realizing 
it. 

In a broader theoretical context, the study engages with central questions in digital 
anthropology and posthumanist scholarship. In an era of increasingly intimate relation-
ships between humans and machines, how can gender boundaries be understood and re-
defined? As the distinctions between human and machine, as well as between nature and 
technology, continue to blur, the gendered nature of AI voice assistants serves as an im-
portant case for analyzing these shifting boundaries. 

From a sociocultural perspective, this phenomenon offers critical reflective value. 
When AI assistants respond to commands, perform services, or endure verbal hostility 
while speaking in female voices, they may influence users' perceptions and expectations 
regarding gender roles, especially among younger generations. Therefore, examining this 
phenomenon critically is essential for building a more inclusive and equitable digital so-
ciety. 

1.3. Research Methods and Innovations 
First, at the theoretical level, this study introduces the concept of digital gender per-

formativity by integrating gender theory with digital anthropology. It challenges conven-
tional technical dichotomies such as natural versus artificial voice, and speech recognition 
versus speech synthesis. This research argues that intelligent virtual assistants and other 
voice technologies should be interpreted as composites of cultural construction, social 
power, and politics embodied through technological design. This approach transcends 
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simplistic technological determinism or social constructivism by emphasizing the interac-
tive role of both technology and society in the construction of gendered meaning. It pro-
vides a multidimensional framework for understanding how artificial voices contribute 
to the naturalization of gender bias and the reproduction of social inequality through au-
ditory experience and design. 

Second, the study incorporates the analytical concept of soundscapes, employing an 
interdisciplinary voice analysis approach grounded in gender studies and science and 
technology studies. Through this lens, the research investigates how digital technologies 
reshape auditory experiences and sound cultures. This perspective enables a deeper ex-
amination of the gender logic embedded in ostensibly neutral voice technologies and of-
fers a theoretical foundation for envisioning a more diverse and inclusive technological 
future. 

Third, adopting a posthumanist perspective, the study conceptualizes AI voice assis-
tants as interactive entities capable of behavior rather than as passive technical tools. This 
reconceptualization allows for a more nuanced understanding of the power relations and 
gender dynamics within human-machine interaction. It also reveals the role of technolog-
ical artifacts in the reproduction of social gender hierarchies. 

In conclusion, this research moves beyond prior studies that focused primarily on 
technical analysis and places greater emphasis on the sociocultural implications and gen-
der significance of voice technologies. By offering a comprehensive examination of the 
feminization of AI voice assistants, it reveals the complex interrelations between technol-
ogy, gender, and power. This study contributes both to the theoretical development of 
digital anthropology and gender studies and to the critical foundation necessary for the 
creation of more inclusive and equitable AI systems in the future. 

2. Theoretical Foundation and Analytical Framework 
2.1. Digital Gender Performance: The Erasure of the Body and the Sonification of Gender 
Construction 

In the context of contemporary AI voice interaction, gender no longer corresponds to 
physical embodiment but instead manifests as sonic performance. Gender expression in-
creasingly transcends corporeal limits and enters an acoustic domain characterized by 
pitch, intonation, speech tempo, and linguistic politeness [7]. This phenomenon does not 
reveal gender itself, but rather how gender is constructed, regulated, continuously per-
formed, and eventually normalized. 

The concept of gender performativity clarifies that gender identity does not originate 
from biological determinism. Instead, it is produced through the repetition of social acts 
and linguistic norms [8]. Within digital systems, this performative mechanism is intensi-
fied. Devoid of physical appearance, AI systems signify gender primarily through algo-
rithmic extraction and recombination of voice-based indicators perceived as gendered [9]. 

Digital gender performance not only extends the theoretical insight that gender is 
constituted through repetition, but also highlights a frequently neglected dimension: the 
materiality of sound [10]. While previous scholarship emphasized the role of language, it 
often overlooked how sound, as a sensory and affective medium, conveys embodied pres-
ence and emotional resonance. In digital voice technologies, the absence of a physical 
body paradoxically amplifies the symbolic function of the voice. The disembodied voice 
of AI becomes a heightened site for gender projection and reception. Gender is operation-
alized through patterns of frequency, rhythm, and intonation, abstracted from any indi-
vidual subject and codified into standard “voice personalities” that are designed for mass 
production and distribution. These systems shape user expectations of gender through 
repeated auditory interactions [11]. 

This emergence of the posthuman voice body reveals the dual logic underlying tech-
nological gender construction. On one hand, it replicates standardized mechanisms of 
gender normativity. On the other, it exposes the contingencies and instability inherent in 
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gender performance. Within intelligent voice systems, gender is achieved not through 
physical display but through continuous sonic reproduction. The authority to speak, the 
assignment of perceived warmth and compliance, and the default selection of service 
voices all contribute to determining which forms of vocal expression become normalized. 
These factors together shape user expectations and social norms around voice. Within this 
framework, sound is not simply a communicative medium but operates as a mechanism 
of social control. It functions as a regulatory apparatus embedded in digital infrastructures 
of interaction. 

2.2. Technofeminism: Cyborg Ethics and Emotional Labor in Sound 
While the theory of gender performance illuminates how voice functions within hu-

man-machine interaction, technofeminism further interrogates the structural and ethical 
conditions that enable and shape such vocal configurations. Specifically, it asks which ac-
tors are responsible for designing these voices, whose preferences are being encoded, and 
how cultural narratives determine what constitutes gender in vocal form [12]. 

The concept of the cyborg offers an important theoretical intervention. AI voice as-
sistants may be interpreted as posthuman cyborgs—entities that exist between human and 
machine, lacking physical embodiment yet possessing highly anthropomorphized vocal 
traits. This theoretical lens challenges the traditional model of unilateral human control 
over technological tools and instead emphasizes the mutual shaping of human perception 
and machine behavior. When AI systems deploy feminized voices, they not only respond 
to user commands but also contribute to users’ internalization of gendered vocal expecta-
tions. The voice becomes a vehicle through which cultural meanings of femininity, such 
as politeness, warmth, attentiveness, and emotional responsiveness, are encoded and 
transmitted [13]. 

This process of vocal gender construction is not a neutral technical task. Instead, it is 
embedded in historically contingent systems of power and labor. Voice technologies often 
reproduce traditional gender divisions by encoding the affective labor—that is, emotional 
work—historically associated with women into algorithmically defined vocal characteris-
tics [14]. These features are abstracted from lived female experience and recast as stand-
ardized attributes, such as soft intonation, emotional responsiveness, and linguistic def-
erence. As a result, emotional labor is disembodied and commodified, repackaged within 
a digital interface that conceals its structural basis in gendered expectations. 

From a technofeminist perspective, a critical examination of AI voice design must 
address not only algorithmic output but also design intentions. It should consider cultural 
assumptions and market incentives as well. Voice synthesis is not the outcome of natural 
technological progression; it is the result of selective choices regarding which voices are 
recorded, which tonal attributes are prioritized in training, and which emotional re-
sponses are deemed commercially effective. These decisions are rooted in gendered im-
aginaries and shaped by consumer demand, institutional logic, and capital interests. The 
discourse of technological neutrality obscures the fact that the actual development of these 
systems is situated within a broader matrix of gender norms and market-driven economic 
incentives. 

Contemporary feminist science and technology studies argue that technology should 
be understood not as a passive tool but as a constitutive agent within a relational network 
that includes gender, embodiment, and social context [15]. Posthumanist frameworks fur-
ther reject binary separations between nature and culture, or human and machine, high-
lighting their mutual entanglement and co-constitution. Within this paradigm, AI voices 
are not external technological entities, but active participants in the shaping of human 
subjectivity and social order. Voice, in this sense, is not merely a functional interface but 
an ethical and political site where intimacy, labor, and control converge. 
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2.3. Digital Soundscapes: From Technical Parameters to Power Structures 
To comprehensively analyze the gender dynamics of AI voice assistants, this study 

proposes the framework of the digital soundscape, which integrates four dimensions: 
technological configuration, cultural interpretation, power dynamics, and user practice 
[16]. 

At the technological level, gendering is embedded in the selection and synthesis of 
voiceprint models, emotional tone settings, speech tempo, and intonation patterns. These 
technical parameters are not only functional decisions but also constitute algorithmic in-
scriptions of gendered vocal identity. The formal features of sound are thus transformed 
into tools for encoding social meaning. 

At the cultural level, the ways in which sound elicits gendered associations, such as 
gentleness, authority, or submissiveness, are shaped by linguistic norms, regional expec-
tations, and prevailing stereotypes. Cultural codes determine how specific vocal cues are 
interpreted and how these interpretations align with or reinforce broader gender norms 
within a given society [17]. 

At the level of power, the digital soundscape operates as a mechanism for reorganiz-
ing and redeploying existing gender hierarchies. Feminized voices are frequently as-
signed to assistive or supportive roles, while masculinized voices are reserved for author-
itative or professional tasks [18]. This systematic differentiation reflects deep-rooted hier-
archies within auditory perception. Historically, the prevalence of female voices in public 
service roles, such as navigation systems, customer support, and broadcast announce-
ments, has functioned as a deliberate encoding of the “service persona,” aligning voice 
with social expectations of submission and emotional availability. 

At the practical level, user interaction with voice assistants serves as a continuous 
feedback mechanism. Under the rhetoric of user experience optimization, vast datasets 
are generated that track preferences regarding voice gender, rhythm, tone, and emotional 
response. These data points represent more than individual choices; they reflect collective 
patterns of auditory perception and gender expectation. This feedback is not a neutral 
record of interaction, but rather a quantified representation of cultural norms and power 
relations [19]. The analysis of user data, behavioral trends, and acceptance or resistance to 
certain voice types provides crucial insight into how technological systems reinforce or 
challenge dominant gender constructs. 

Therefore, a robust framework for analyzing digital voice systems must engage sim-
ultaneously with technological design, cultural coding, power deployment, and lived user 
practice. The default selection of female voices in AI interfaces is not a superficial design 
feature, but a deeply embedded strategy of managing sensory experience and social ex-
pectations. In this context, sound becomes a site of ideological inscription, functioning not 
merely as a product of digital computation but as a layered and dynamic system of soci-
opolitical meaning. 

3. The Digital Gender Performance Mechanism of AI Assistants 
3.1. The Meaning of Sound within Cultural Symbolic Systems 

In the context of human–AI interaction, sound functions as more than a neutral tech-
nical medium. It constitutes a complex symbolic system embedded with cultural mean-
ings and gendered codes. The perceived femininity or masculinity of a voice is not solely 
determined by measurable acoustic features such as pitch, tone, or timbre. Rather, these 
features activate culturally embedded auditory associations that reproduce and reinforce 
traditional gender roles within digital environments. 

The predominant use of female voices in AI assistants does not result from neutral or 
organic selection. It reflects a continuation of vocal roles from domains historically linked 
to care work, emotional support, and service labor—roles traditionally performed by 
women [20]. This structural association between voice, gender, and service constructs an 
illusion of natural alignment between femininity and digital assistance. In doing so, it 
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conceals the fact that this configuration constitutes a technological mediation of gendered 
emotional labor. 

By contrast, male voices are often employed in AI systems designed for functions 
associated with authority, decisiveness, and control, such as navigation, military, and ju-
dicial applications. These include applications such as navigation systems, military inter-
faces, and judicial or technical advisory platforms. This distinction reflects a longstanding 
symbolic binary in which masculinity is associated with reason, expertise, and command, 
whereas femininity is aligned with emotion, warmth, and support. In this framework, 
voice operates not as a neutral output but as a medium that reproduces socially con-
structed hierarchies. Users frequently attribute personality traits to AI systems based on 
vocal attributes, thereby projecting behaviorally coded expectations onto machine agents 
[21]. 

Consequently, digital soundscapes do not simply transmit data; they also dissemi-
nate gender ideologies. The gendered expectations encoded in vocal design precede the 
interaction itself and shape the cultural logic within which the interaction takes place. Alt-
hough technology companies frequently attribute vocal design choices to user preference 
or consumer research, such claims overlook the socially constructed nature of these pref-
erences and the cultural systems that produce them. 

3.2. The Digital Translation of Soundscapes: From Traditional Gender Roles to AI Personality 
The gender performance of AI voice assistants is not restricted to acoustic properties 

alone. It is embedded in the entirety of their behavioral scripts, dialogue structures, and 
affective cues. The evolution from early AI models, which were often designed to appear 
gender-neutral, to contemporary systems such as Siri, Cortana, and Alexa, which default 
to feminized personas, illustrates a significant shift. This transition is not simply driven 
by commercial interest, but reflects a digital re-articulation of cultural symbol systems into 
interactive technologies. 

The feminization of AI systems is not the unintended outcome of technological ad-
vancement. Rather, it is a result of deliberate design strategies aimed at constructing se-
lectively gendered digital personas [22]. A critical component of this process is the codifi-
cation of feminine voice qualities through specific acoustic parameters. Studies show that 
female voices in AI are frequently defined by mid-to-high pitch ranges, soft timbre, mod-
erate speech tempo, and rising intonation patterns. These features are culturally perceived 
as friendly, accommodating, and non-threatening. In addition, AI voice assistants often 
utilize highly polite, deferential, and non-confrontational language patterns. When these 
speech characteristics are combined with user commands, they create an interaction 
model that reinforces a digitally submissive personality. 

Although such design choices are frequently justified as efforts to improve user ex-
perience, they effectively embed historically gendered emotional labor into machine in-
terfaces. As a result, AI voice systems are not only gendered in appearance but also as-
signed culturally feminized service roles. These systems perpetuate real-world gender hi-
erarchies by simulating female-coded behavioral norms under the guise of technological 
convenience [23]. 

User interaction patterns further reinforce these gendered dynamics in AI voice sys-
tems. Users frequently refer to AI voice assistants using female pronouns and attribute to 
them emotional traits, social roles, and even perceived attitudes. This practice of anthro-
pomorphization results in the internalization of gendered interaction models, solidifying 
the AI system’s role as a female-coded service provider within users' cognitive and social 
frameworks. Repetitive engagement with these systems entrenches the perception of the 
AI assistant as a subordinate, feminized figure within the digital environment. 

Importantly, the gendering of AI voice is not a neutral technological evolution. It 
emerges from a series of design decisions and branding strategies that are shaped by cul-
tural assumptions and commercial market pressures. When companies select default 
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voice types or develop interaction patterns, the underlying justification of “user prefer-
ence” is often based on research that implicitly accommodates existing gender ideologies 
[24]. In this sense, the gender performance of AI systems is not merely a reflection of tech-
nical optimization. It represents a convergence of commercial logic and cultural narrative. 

Within the architecture of voice interaction design, gender is typically not a modifia-
ble feature that can be selected by users. Instead, it becomes an interactional mechanism 
infused with emotional resonance and symbolic significance. The construction of AI per-
sonalities is not only an attempt to humanize machine agents. It also functions as a reflec-
tion of the social hierarchies and labor divisions that govern human relationships. By em-
bedding these dynamics into everyday technology, AI systems participate in the normal-
ization of gendered labor and reinforce structural inequalities in subtle but powerful ways. 

4. Reconstructing the Meaning of AI Voices from a Human–Machine Symbiosis Per-
spective 
4.1. Hybrid Subjectivity: The Co-Existence of Humans and AI 

In contemporary voice-based interactions, sound operates as more than a sensory 
channel for communication. It has become a crucial interface that mediates perception, 
response, and mutual engagement, thereby gradually dissolving the conventional bound-
ary between human and machine [25]. When a user communicates with a voice assistant, 
the system's response to the user’s input is not merely a computational reaction. It em-
bodies an encoded vocal persona characterized by specific tone, tempo, timbre, rhythm, 
and structured pauses. These features contribute to a perceived vocal presence, rendering 
the AI system an interactive subject within the exchange. 

AI systems, through such vocal embodiments, do more than respond to user com-
mands. They influence how users understand and adjust their own vocal behaviors. In 
this process, the user does not retain exclusive control. Rather, human and AI participants 
engage in a shared construction of meaning, co-regulating the temporal, affective, and 
semantic features of the dialogue. The interface thus becomes a site of dynamic co-author-
ship [26]. 

This form of interaction is not defined by symmetrical reciprocity. Instead, it repre-
sents a composite mechanism of communication that integrates linguistic input with pre-
dictive and regulatory algorithms. The user’s voice activates a system that is not only ca-
pable of data processing but also functions within a broader architecture of sensory and 
semantic coupling. Within this structure, sound assumes the role of an intermediary that 
bridges human intentionality with the operational logics of machine systems. 

Importantly, this process does not aim to replicate human speech alone. It seeks to 
construct a novel communicative subject that possesses responsive capabilities based on 
sound-centered interaction. As a result, AI voices demonstrate a degree of flexibility and 
contextual adaptation. Users often exhibit involuntary vocal adjustments in response, 
such as adopting clearer pronunciation, more concise phrasing, or speech patterns that 
reflect the rhythm and style of the AI assistant. This phenomenon, often described as vocal 
alignment, illustrates the reciprocal influence occurring within human–AI interaction. 

Through these reciprocal adjustments, the voice assistant gains the capacity not only 
to engage but also to guide the interaction. When users converse with AI systems that are 
characterized by warmth, politeness, or empathy, the hierarchical nature of the exchange 
becomes less apparent. The AI system assumes the role of an interlocutor that actively 
shapes the conversational context. In doing so, human expressivity is no longer entirely 
self-directed but becomes partially shaped by the affordances and constraints of the vocal 
interface. The voice thus emerges as a site of mutual agency, within which the meaning of 
speech is collaboratively constructed. 
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4.2. Digital Intimacy: The Emotional Entanglement of Sound and Gendered Comfort 
Among the multiple sensory pathways in human–technology interaction, sound pos-

sesses a unique capacity to mediate intimacy. Unlike visual design, which typically en-
gages surface perception, vocal interfaces have the ability to penetrate emotional con-
sciousness and foster sustained affective engagement. The emotional role played by AI 
voice assistants is not incidental. It arises from deliberate strategies of voice modulation, 
including controlled intonation, restrained language use, moderated speech speed, and 
targeted emotional calibration [27]. Through these strategies, AI systems are designed to 
produce vocal personas that are perceived as trustworthy, supportive, and emotionally 
available. 

These vocal personas are often shaped by gendered cultural norms. The qualities as-
sociated with warmth, politeness, attentiveness, and responsiveness are frequently en-
coded in voices perceived as feminine. The AI voice assistant, by adopting these attributes, 
is positioned within a long-standing social framework in which femininity is associated 
with caregiving and emotional labor. This design choice is not simply functional. It reflects 
broader symbolic expectations regarding appropriate gender roles in communicative con-
texts. 

The application of AI voice assistants has expanded from task execution to domains 
involving companionship, psychological reassurance, and informal dialogue. These func-
tions, while seemingly peripheral, play an increasingly central role in everyday digital life, 
particularly in contexts characterized by isolation or emotional fragmentation. The AI 
voice becomes a relational anchor, producing a sense of presence that is not dependent on 
visual embodiment or physical proximity. 

Within this affective framework, the gendered construction of AI voices becomes fur-
ther entrenched. The use of a soothing, non-confrontational, and emotionally consistent 
female voice is presented as the most suitable form for building user trust and comfort. 
This configuration reinforces a dynamic in which the AI system assumes the role of a 
compliant and emotionally available partner. The user, in turn, becomes accustomed to 
interacting with a system that offers unconditional responsiveness and psychological re-
assurance. The assistant thus functions as a proxy for a culturally idealized version of 
emotional labor. 

In parallel, the anthropomorphization of AI voices intensifies users’ emotional at-
tachment. Repetitive exposure to a consistent and empathetic vocal pattern fosters a sense 
of reliability that may sometimes surpass that found in human relationships. As users 
project familiarity and relational identity onto the voice assistant, they engage in emo-
tional exchanges that, while technologically mediated, carry psychological significance. 
This phenomenon reveals the deepening entanglement between emotional needs and ma-
chine responses. 

However, this intimacy is not without ideological implications. Although sound pro-
vides a seemingly natural avenue for connection, it may also potentially serve as a me-
dium for emotional influence or manipulation [28]. In instances where users increasingly 
depend on AI responses for emotional regulation, vocal design becomes instrumental in 
shaping affective behavior. The predictability, compliance, and emotional tone of the AI 
voice contribute to a perception of safety and comfort, yet these responses are the result 
of programmed intention and data-driven optimization. 

This interactive relational paradigm does not emerge naturally from technological 
advancement. Rather, it reflects intentional interventions in how sound is coded, how 
roles are constructed, and how cultural narratives are embedded within interaction design. 
The emotional function of AI voices, while often presented as a form of user-friendly in-
novation, is in fact a socially constructed and ideologically laden phenomenon. These 
voices do not merely respond to pre-existing emotional needs. They participate in recon-
figuring how intimacy is defined, how comfort is accessed, and how companionship is 
simulated in technologically mediated environments. 
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The AI voice assistant, therefore, should thus not be interpreted as a neutral interface. 
It constitutes a central component in the evolving fabric of emotional life, shaping the 
structures through which individuals experience presence, trust, and connection. As a vo-
cal entity, it occupies a pivotal position in the negotiation between human subjectivity and 
algorithmic design, marking a significant transformation in the auditory and affective di-
mensions of human–machine relations. 

5. Social Impact and Ethical Considerations of AI Voice Design 
5.1. Reinforcement of Gender Stereotypes: The Cultural Script Behind Submissive Voices 

The widespread default use of "feminine" voices in AI voice assistants not only re-
flects technology's mimicry of human communication habits but also reinforces the im-
plicit structures of gender power dynamics [29]. These voices are often tuned to be gentle, 
submissive, and of moderate speed, with highly predictable emotional markers and re-
sponse patterns. This default female voice setting not only constructs a "usable" voice per-
sona but also quietly implants a cultural expectation: AI exists as a female role to better 
"listen," "serve," and "respond." 

When Siri says, "I'm happy to assist you" in a smiling tone, listeners may often fail to 
recognise this as an invisible performance of gendered labour. The deeper issue lies in 
how this digital gender performance no longer relies on physicality but instead achieves 
a "servitude of voice" through acoustic parameters and semantic scripts. The result is that 
gender inequality has not vanished in high-tech society but has instead updated its forms 
of expression and concealment through technology. 

Notably, the gender settings in AI voices often mirror users' behavioural patterns. 
When voice assistants use a female voice to express apology, they are particularly fa-
voured by male users; conversely, when voice assistants make mistakes, male users are 
more likely to interrupt, correct, or even display impatience. This interactive dynamic not 
only reflects the asymmetry of gender power but also reveals sound as one mechanism 
contributing to the reproduction of submissive labour. 

This is not purely due to user preference but rather because gender ideology within 
the technological supply chain is woven into the voice design from the outset. In this sense, 
voices are not only gendered but also "submissive". Companies reinforce the social asso-
ciation of "female = assistant" through default settings, assigning voices the functional 
script of serving gender roles. These scripts are constantly triggered and reproduced in 
users' daily interactions, ultimately enabling gender order to be silently perpetuated in 
virtual spaces. 

5.2. Challenges to Digital Inclusion: Suppressed Voices and the Absence of a Diverse Vocal 
Spectrum 

In the current standard framework of AI voice technology, gender, race, and speech 
habits are simplified into "trainable variables" rather than culturally charged entities. Cur-
rent AI voice products generally lack support for the voices of diverse genders, cultures, 
and marginalised groups. In the vast majority of commercial voice assistants such as Am-
azon Alexa, Apple Siri, Microsoft Cortana, and Google Assistant, options beyond female 
and male voices are virtually nonexistent, reflecting the singular imagination underlying 
the design of the digital voice landscape. Voice recognition systems are trained on data 
heavily concentrated on mainstream voice patterns, ignoring or even excluding non-
mainstream dialects, minority group voices, or voices representing non-binary gender 
identities. This directly leads to a profound disconnect between which voices are heard 
and which voices are considered correct in the digital realm. 

When standardised voices become the default setting, diversity is compressed into 
an exception. Voice modelling relies on large-scale training corpora and design choices. 
These corpora primarily originate from Western standard English data. AI not only out-
puts gendered meanings but also outputs cultural power. The "universality" of technology 
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here actually manifests as exclusivity: the default voice is standard English spoken by a 
white woman or a similar native language expression, and any pronunciation deviating 
from this model is not only more likely to be misidentified but also more difficult to re-
ceive "natural" and "credible" user evaluations. Voice systems have become a new "lan-
guage barrier", technically suppressing multiculturalism at the functional level. 

Furthermore, the exploration of non-binary voices is almost marginalised in voice 
assistant design. Even when introduced in experimental scenarios, their acceptance is 
strongly influenced by societal expectations of gender roles. Non-binary voices are often 
misunderstood as "unnatural" or "lacking emotional connection", which reveals users' per-
ceptions that tightly couple gendered voices with social roles. This pattern not only ex-
cludes the expression of diverse genders but also, under the guise of "technical compati-
bility", suppresses respect for and imagination of vocal diversity. 

5.3. Ethical Design Pathways: Reimagining Technological Justice in Voice Design 
Ethical design of voice must not stop at superficial fixes such as "adding a few more 

voice options" or "including gender customisation in settings". To truly eliminate gender 
bias in AI voice systems, the technical logic that instrumentalises, personifies, and gen-
derises voice must be fundamentally questioned. Under this logic, AI has not become a 
representative of social diversity but has instead constructed an even narrower "ideal au-
ditory human" model in the dimension of voice. This model is not inclusive; rather, it 
reduces voices to "service labels" based on technical-market logic. For example, high-
pitched voices are equated with gentleness, slow speech with consideration, and female 
tones with traditional notions of politeness or compliance. These codes originate from cul-
tural norms and are tacitly accepted or even reinforced by technical design. 

Future-oriented inclusive voice systems should dismantle this coding strategy at a 
structural level. Design should avoid simplistically linking gender with "ease of usage" or 
"user satisfaction", and instead intervene in the symbolic power mechanisms underlying 
voice. Developing neutral voices is one direction, but a more fundamental challenge lies 
in breaking the entrenched connection between "service" and "female", thereby liberating 
voice from single-function presets. Voice should become an open platform co-constructed 
by emotion, cognition, and identity. This means not only introducing non-gendered pa-
rameter configurations in voice synthesis, but also respecting diverse users' right to define 
the personality of voices within interactive logic. 

Voice is not a neutral medium but a site of power [30]. An AI system with ethical 
awareness should not merely "sound good" but should acknowledge and accommodate 
cultural tensions, identity complexities, and differences in expressive rights within its 
voice generation mechanisms. Achieving this requires interdisciplinary collaboration, 
drawing insights from technical design, linguistic philosophy, gender studies, and audi-
tory aesthetics. Truly inclusive AI design does not consist of creating a gender-neutral 
system in appearance. Rather, it consists of making the genderisation of voice a subject 
that can be critically acknowledged, discussed, and transformed. 

6. Practices and Insights from the Digital Translation of Soundscapes 
AI voice assistants are no longer simply technical artefacts [31]; they function as in-

struments of cultural rewriting. Behind every scripted greeting such as "Hello, how can I 
help you?" lies a deeply embedded logic of gendered social order. This study re-examines 
the soundscapes of digital AI assistants and interrogates the design of their voices across 
domains that are frequently overlooked yet structurally consequential. Through the con-
trolled and predictable parameter settings of intelligent virtual assistant (IVA) technolo-
gies, technology companies have embedded a familiar but invisible gender division into 
the digital environment. Feminised voices have become the standard container for service 
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provision, while their gentleness has been transformed into a form of systematized polite-
ness. In this configuration, "speaking" ceases to be merely a communicative act and in-
stead becomes a repetitive behavioural mechanism that reinforces gender hierarchies. 

Multiple studies have emphasised that this "servitude of voice" is not incidental. It is 
rooted in longstanding cultural scripts, often perpetuated by male-dominated technical 
design teams. These scripts reinforce the normative assumption that "women equal ser-
vice" through algorithmic defaults. It is critical to understand that the gender of voices in 
AI systems is not a neutral acoustic variable. Rather, it is an ethical expression, conveying 
collective assumptions about who should be heard, who requires care, and who is respon-
sible for responding. The decision to employ a particular voice gender is not based solely 
on neutral "user research". Instead, the scripts, speech rhythms, emotional contours, and 
interactive styles embedded in voice design are culturally situated. They are shaped by 
histories of advertising, mass media, gendered division of labour, and dominant dis-
courses which have constructed the notion of the "ideal voice", particularly as it pertains 
to women. 

This cultural embedding is reflected not only in the final vocal outputs but also in the 
training data and aesthetic standards used in voice generation algorithms. As a result, 
voice functions as more than a vehicle of sound. It becomes a perceptual gateway for the 
construction of social roles, situated at the intersection of anthropomorphic desire and the 
projection of control. 

Simultaneously, as the most intimate modality of human–AI interaction, the voice 
interface has become a concealed site of political struggle over power and identity. On one 
level, it offers a seamless and humanised interaction experience. On another, this apparent 
naturalness is the product of deliberate technological design. It is an encoded illusion 
shaped by the processes of softening, gendering, and emotionalising voice. This manufac-
tured naturalness frequently obscures the human labour that supports AI infrastructure 
and masks the redistribution of gendered roles in digital environments. 

From the standpoint of current research, the ethical design of AI voice systems re-
mains underdeveloped. While debates surrounding privacy, surveillance, and consent are 
prominent, issues concerning voice inclusivity and cultural representation have yet to be 
effectively operationalised within mainstream technology ethics. Nonetheless, emerging 
developments indicate a shift in direction. The introduction of non-binary voice technol-
ogies, such as the text-to-speech system "Sam", demonstrates an attempt to transcend bi-
nary gender constraints and create alternative vocal spectra for interaction. Although ini-
tial user feedback reveals discomfort, this reaction should be interpreted as a symptom of 
cultural lag rather than technological failure. It reflects the rigidity of gender norms em-
bedded within user communities and interface expectations. 

Such developments reveal that true vocal equality cannot be achieved merely by ex-
panding voice options or offering adjustable parameters. It requires a cultural transfor-
mation that engages technological systems, user practices, and broader social values. 
Without such transformation, technological interventions remain superficial, reproducing 
the very structures they purport to challenge. 

In a world increasingly attentive to the politics of voice, control, and mediation, the 
design of AI voice assistants must be understood as a matter that far exceeds technical 
implementation [32]. Whether in the form of default female voicing, submissive intona-
tion, or regimented speech rhythm, the auditory personas encoded into algorithms are 
subtly reconstructing social understandings of gender, labour, hierarchy, and otherness. 
Ethical engagement with AI voice technologies must therefore move beyond the tradi-
tional domains of privacy, manipulation, and discrimination. Voice can no longer be 
viewed as a neutral output of computational engineering. It must be understood as an 
auditory re-enactment of social structure and institutionalised power. 

Technological innovation should not be reduced to offering additional voice selec-
tions or toggle features for gender markers. These actions constitute minor modifications 
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within a pre-existing framework. The critical questions that must be addressed are as fol-
lows: who defines the voice, whom does it serve, and can voice exist outside of instru-
mental functionality? These are the fundamental inquiries that an ethically responsive 
technological paradigm must confront directly. 

7. Conclusion 
The feminisation of AI voice assistants is not a peripheral or purely semiotic phenom-

enon; it represents a deep-seated structural issue that spans technological design, user 
psychology, and cultural production. This phenomenon requires us to re-evaluate the as-
sumption that AI voice systems are neutral technological artefacts. Instead, they should 
be recognised as cultural interfaces that embody, reproduce, and at times amplify 
longstanding hierarchies of gender, power, and affect. 

If the default female voice has become the “auditory skin” of AI, it is not merely due 
to technical optimisation or user convenience. Rather, it is a result of accumulated cultural 
coding, in which compliance, warmth, and emotional availability are mapped onto fe-
male-sounding voices. This association, embedded in design parameters and data training 
corpora, reflects and reproduces normative expectations regarding gender roles in service 
and care work. Consequently, the digital voice does not merely transmit content; it per-
forms and reinforces a gendered order under the guise of neutrality and efficiency. 

The challenge facing future voice technologies lies not only in expanding user op-
tions, such as allowing the selection of non-binary or culturally diverse voice profiles, but 
in fundamentally restructuring the symbolic order through which voice is produced, dis-
tributed, and perceived. True inclusivity cannot be achieved through superficial diversi-
fication alone. Rather, it demands the dismantling of normative associations between 
voice and gender, and a critical interrogation of how algorithmic infrastructures and in-
terface designs shape, limit, or empower vocal identities. 

Ethical governance in this field must adopt a broader horizon. It should move beyond 
conventional concerns such as privacy and transparency, and instead incorporate the con-
cept of vocal justice (the equitable distribution of voice agency across social, cultural, and 
technological domains). This entails recognising the right of users not only to be heard, 
but to actively participate in the definition and modulation of the voices that represent or 
respond to them. It also requires technology companies to be accountable for the symbolic 
implications of their design choices, including pitch, accent, rhythm, and emotional tonal-
ity. 

Moreover, a structural shift in technical paradigms is essential. Voice synthesis 
frameworks must move toward openness, adaptability, and user co-authorship. This in-
cludes enabling customisable, editable, and culturally resonant voice modules that reflect 
the pluralism of contemporary digital societies. Importantly, it must be recognised that 
every technical decision, from corpus curation to interface layout, carries cultural and po-
litical weight. To ignore this is to risk reproducing exclusionary standards under the pre-
text of efficiency or naturalness. 

From a posthumanist perspective, sound is not a neutral transmission channel but a 
material-semiotic field where power, identity, and subjectivity converge. Voice, in this 
sense, is not only what is heard, but also what is made intelligible, acceptable, and respon-
sive within a given social order. The design of AI voice assistants, therefore, becomes a 
site for negotiating the boundaries between human and machine, between individuality 
and standardisation, between empowerment and control. 

In this light, three interdependent dimensions are critical for future governance: First, 
the regulatory dimension, which must establish clear norms for vocal diversity and pre-
vent the institutionalisation of auditory stereotypes. Second, the technological dimension, 
which must prioritise decentralised and culturally reflective voice architectures that re-
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store control to users. Third, the ethical dimension, which must recognise that IVA sys-
tems are not merely functional tools but actors within human-machine ecologies, shaping 
emotional landscapes and mediating social relationships. 

Ultimately, the future of AI voice assistants will be determined not by how human-
like they sound, nor by how seamlessly they integrate into daily routines, but by the extent 
to which they contribute to a more equitable, expressive, and critically aware digital en-
vironment. Questions such as “who speaks”, “whose voice is deemed credible” and “what 
identities are made audible” must become central to both academic and industrial agen-
das. Only then can AI voice systems move beyond the replication of existing hierarchies 
and become platforms for genuine auditory democracy and cultural transformation. 
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