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3 B4 | In lieu of an introduction

M

Back in 2023, when | was leaving my job in

education, | shared an email with my network

All of his sweet talk was | : i
generated by ChatGPT... [} saying that | would be leaving soon and

“WiYS

thanking them for all the wonderful years

together. This was just a regular email that

you must write when resigning to tell your
network how much you'd like to stay in touch (even if you don't). | was not
expecting any sophisticated emails in return and was surprised to find one in

my inbox that was quite long and sang dithyrambs in my honour.



“Your passion for teaching and dedication to empowering educators have left
an indelible mark on all of us,” it said. “Your insightful lessons, thoughtful
feedback, and unwavering encouragement have not only enhanced our skills
but also inspired us to continually strive for excellence in the classroom. Your

departure leaves a void that will be felt deeply,” it continued.

| was touched to tears but also had this nudging feeling of discomfort,
thinking that | might not have deserved all this accolade. “An indelible mark?”
Hmm, maybe. When you think back to all the home assignments you checked.
“A void that will be felt deeply?” | had never thought of that, and the phrase
made me feel responsible and guilty that | was leaving. However, as Rilke
would put it, “No feeling is final”, as some gut feeling, which Gladwell would
call a “deeply learned expertise” (Gladwell, 2006), pushed me to screen the
text of the email on Zero GPT, an Al detector trained to detect Chat GPT and
other large language models (LLMs). “Your text is 98.99 percent Al-generated,”

it assured me (see Figure 1), and | sighed with relief and ... disappointment.

98.99%
Al GPT*

| hope this email finds you in good spirits and anticipation for the adventures that lie ahead!

As you prepare to embark on the next phase of your journey, | wanted to express my heartfelt gratitude
for the invaluable guidance, wisdom, and support you've provided to me and countless others during

your time here as our mentor.

Your passion for teaching and dedication to empowering educators have left an indelible mark on all of

Figure 1. The screenshot of the message |
received and screened on Al GPT to test whether its content was Al-generated or written

by a human.



Why did | feel disappointed? Well, | genuinely hoped that the sender really
meant what they had written. Like everyone, | love hearing good things about
myself. | also assumed that the message might have been generated under
time constraints and the sender might have fed the LLM a general prompt

seeking praise and adoration. Should | have felt disappointed, though?

As an educator, until recently, | had thought of Chat GPT and similar LLMs as
educational tools that proved to be helpful when designing tasks for students
and brainstorming discussion ideas. Now, | started questioning the ethics
behind it. Suppose | use an LLM to design an emotional message or a social
media post for personal purposes, does it genuinely convey how | feel, or is it
simply the replication of the feelings the machine was trained to recognize in

people and generate similar ones?

Also, where's the guarantee that Al does not share the message it has
generated for me with other users when asked for similar output? The terms
of use that apply, for instance, to OpenAl, an Al research company behind the
ChatGPT, state that between the user and the Al, the user retains their

ownership rights in inputting the prompt and they do own the output.

However, when it comes to the similarity of content, the same terms disclose
that due to the nature of the services and artificial intelligence in general, the
output may not be unique and other users may receive similar output (OpenAl,
2024). Sadly, this may make any personal message drafted by Al predictable
and inauthentic, since when using a general prompt to request a specific type
of message, we may often get output that has reached or will reach many

recipients.



Finally, how would one’s reliance on LLM for personal messages be
interpreted in the 21st century, when a single problem can yield multiple
interpretations: manipulation, pretense, misinformation within one’s social

circle, or just a clear indicator of insufficient time?

What'’s in an LLM?

The TechTarget network defines LLMs as a deep-learning algorithm that uses
massive amounts of parameters training data to understand and predict text.
Besides simple text generation, large language models can perform various

tasks, including sentiment analysis, processing a text for a reader, answering

questions, editing or translating content, etc (TechTarget, 2023).

In academic settings, LLMs have garnered a reputation of versatile tools. A
recent study (AwadAlafnan, 2023) looking into the ways students and
instructors use it concluded that students rely on the models for improving
their search engine results, explore case studies, get ready and submit
assignments, while educators consider LLMs as an opportunity to integrate
technology in classrooms and support students with examples during the
discussion. Researchers have also addressed worries related to the use of Al
in science, especially with regard to academic integrity and plagiarism (Brown
et al., 2020).

Nonetheless, there has not been much said about the social situations when
people resort to Al to maintain their relationships with others or use Al for

social situations that require verbalization of their emotions either in writing or



in speaking. It seems fascinating to explore the reasons behind this behaviour.
For instance, is it the absence of confidence, insufficient time, or sheer
laziness that prompts individuals to turn to Al for seemingly straightforward

and enjoyable tasks, like crafting personal or social messages for loved ones?

Fired by purpose

To get an answer to the question of what forces individuals to outsource Al to
craft emotional messages, | conducted an online survey within my social
circle using SurveyMonkey. The survey was open for 3 days and reached 90
respondents. The majority of the responses came from Armenia, and about 13
% of responses were submitted from the USA, Australia, New Zealand and
Georgia. Half of the respondents confirmed they used LLMs for tasks that
required them to somehow verbalize their emotions, e.g., creative writing,
drafting a personal message, showing emotional support, or sending birthday
wishes on a regular basis. Out of the listed tasks, congratulating people on
special occasions was the most popular one among the respondents, while
conversational therapy in an informal setting implying, for instance, a friend
lending words of comfort to someone going through a breakup, came second
right before writing poetry. Interestingly, no respondent chose ‘designing a
romantic message’, but there were options like ‘highlighting the importance of
the message, business communication, emails” listed among ‘other’
responses. About 36% of respondents mention the shortage of time as the
key reason for resorting to Al, while convenience comes second (21%), closely
followed by an exploration of creativity and lack of creativity with 19 and 16 %,
respectively. Among ‘other’ motives, respondents also mention ‘laziness’ and

‘availability of support’ (see Figure 2).



Please, choose what you generally use LLM, e.g. ChatGPT for?

Figure 2. Respondents state purposes for using LLMs.
Teasers for Thought

Since the official launch of ChatGPT3 in 2020, LLMs have been “the new
black” in education. At the same time, some researchers have pointed out
their potentially harmful implications. For instance, while GPT-3 may improve
the quality of text generation and adaptability over smaller models, it also
makes it hard to distinguish synthetic text from human-written one (Brown et
al., 2020). Much concern has been voiced about the use of LLMs in academic
education. Some researchers (Wahle, Ruas, Kirstein, 2022) identify the use of
LLMs as a direct threat to the integrity of academic education, as sometimes
it may be hard to identify if the produced academic content is Al-generated or
human-written. Techno-optimists argue that it is not a student’s use of Al

tools that defines whether plagiarism or any breach of academic integrity has



taken place but rather the fact whether the student acknowledges the use of
Al in the paper. Meanwhile, in a case study addressing text generators and
academic integrity, researchers suggest the idea of “local ethics”, which they
define as “a framework that is capable of exploring unique ethical
considerations, values, and norms that develop at the most foundational unit
of higher education - the individual classroom” (Vetter 2024; Cotton et al,
2024). It is also important to mention that while identifying Al-generated text
is crucial to prevent misuse in plagiarism, fake news, and spamming, research
into Al text detectors suggests that they might still be susceptible to errors as
a result of spoofing attacks and paraphrasing (Sadasivan et al.,2023; Zhou et
al., 2024). This implies that the deployment of unreliable detectors can lead to

false accusations, mistrust, and other unintended consequences.

Outsourcing people for verbalization of one’s emotions is not a very new thing.
Kings Philip Il and Alexander, for instance, were known for their use of
mocking poets at drinking parties to challenge and scare the powerful
members of the inner circle at a court (Cosgrove, 2022). Allegra Kent, an
American ballet dancer, mentions writing anonymous love letters for clients as
a side job in her autobiography (Kent, 1997). A quick search on Google reveals
A4 Chat Break Up text generator that positions itself as “a personal assistant
for difficult conversations” and helps you craft empathetic messages based
on the user’s inputs regarding the nature of the relationship and the reasons
for the break-up. To avoid the so-called “bandwidth problem” (Kotsee,
Palermos 2021), implying that teachers can only support and guide a small
number of students at a time, teachers have proved to be effective in
supporting students’ writing with automated scoring and Al-generated
feedback (Drasgow, 2015; Crossley et al., 2022).



The ethical dilemmas here can be regarded from individual, organizational and
societal perspectives. How would an individual feel if they learned that the
texts they received were generated by Al? Would they perceive the sender
differently, perhaps questioning their sincerity or emotional investment?
Furthermore, if the recipient responded with Al-crafted messages themselves,
how might the sender feel if they discovered this? Should dating apps or
platforms serving as intermediaries for communication consider the
integration of Al-detection tools into their architecture in quest of ensuring
organic communication between the parties or should they not interfere? This

raises questions about trust, but it doesn'’t stop there.

Effective communication implies sharing information between two or more
parties leading to the desired outcome. The information shared is conveyed
and received efficiently without the intended meaning being distorted or
changed much. One of the key components of effective communication is
sharing emotions, which implies expressing the context, thoughts, and
feelings that pertain to a certain emotional experience. The experience per se
is rewarding both personally and interpersonally, as not only do individuals
experience inner satisfaction and relief while sharing but they also nurture and

fortify social connections through these interactions (Gross, 2015).

Research suggests that emotional intelligence involves the skills to identify
and manage emotions within ourselves and others (Goleman, 2001). Some
researchers differentiate between emotional intelligence and social
intelligence, where emotional intelligence pertains to self-regulation habits,
and social intelligence helps people build relationships (Bar-On, 2005). If we

increasingly rely on artificial intelligence to craft our interpersonal



communication, sidelining our social- emotional intelligence, what are the
risks of losing it altogether? Some of us may be familiar with the concept of
‘cognitive laziness’ from organizational psychology, suggesting that one often
‘prefer(s] the ease of hanging on to old views over the difficulty of grappling
with new ones.” (Grant, 2023) Similarly, can we assume that lending infinite
credence to LLMs for social-emotional messages can make us emotionally

lazy?

At the same time, by constantly feeding ‘emotions’ to Al are we inadvertently
nurturing the development of its own emotional intelligence at our own cost?
If yes, what is the potential for Al systems to be trained to generate
emotionally persuasive but false narratives, which might lead to the spread of

information disorders in online communication channels?

Another argument against heavy reliance on Al for mundane tasks can be a
potential decline in creative thinking. Creativity experts suggest that one of
the most effective methods to foster creativity is to treat it like a muscle (IDEA
Fitness Journal, 2005). Just as muscles require training and exercise to
prevent atrophy, individuals interested in maintaining or enhancing their
creativity should actively engage in activities that foster creative thinking. At
the same time, if individuals frequently delegate tasks to Al, they may become
less inclined to engage in activities that stimulate creativity and
problem-solving, which can decrease opportunities to exercise creative
thinking. Can this overdependence on Al for simple tasks threaten human
creativity while simultaneously undermining individuals’ confidence in their

creative abilities?



These questions are intentionally open-ended and designed to spark deeper

discussions among tech-enthusiasts and researchers.

Are you
concerned about No, but I'm
the increase in concerned about
artificial the decrease in
intelligence? real intelligence.

What future holds

In a letter (1789) addressed to French physicist Jean Baptiste Le-Roy,
Benjamin Franklin wrote, “...in this world nothing can be said to be certain,
except death and taxes.” Were Franklin with us today, he would definitely add
LLMs to the list. However unpredictable the repercussions of LLMs are, the
models are embraced by an increasing number of users, and are welcome
across all fields. In some cultures, it is common to anticipate danger before it
arrives in hopes of preventing it. The recent implementation of the ‘EU
Artificial Intelligence Act’ on March 13, 2024, prohibits practices that could
jeopardize individuals’ safety, livelihoods, and rights. For instance, Al systems

deploying manipulative or deceptive techniques or exploiting vulnerabilities,



are prohibited. It raises the question of whether the Al Act could prompt
individuals and communities to adopt ‘local ethics’ within social circles,

promoting integrity and authenticity in social interactions.

Hopefully, this piece will not only initiate a discourse on the ethical
considerations of integrating Al into interpersonal communication within
social settings but also help identify the potential risks associated with using

LLMs in social interactions.
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