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The core of the following discussions was originally posted as five episodes on my blog,
'‘Curated Lines'. This version has been re-structured and edited for clarification and
readability, and has additional material.

Following UK Prime Minister Sir Keir Starmer's January 2025 speech setting out the
government's plans to use Al across the UK — The Al Opportunities Action Plan backed by
leading technology firms, which has fifty recommendations said to be currently
implementing, and his subsequent interview on BBC Radio 4, | felt an urgent need to
understand how Al was — and will be — affecting my life... all of our lives.

| do not see concerns as alarmist. A recent press item highlighted the dangers: Tom Felle
reported in The Conversation that an FOI request from the New Scientist had revealed that the
UK Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology, Peter Kyle had asked a
ChatBot to draft a speech and also to explain complex policies. Is this verging on government
by Al?

Background

There has been much in the literature and news about the use of ChatBots by pupils and
students to the possible detriment of their education (and minds) (see for example, Stohr et al,
2024;. Huang et al., 2025; Shanahan et al, 2025). In the light of such increasing concern this
informal study aims to shed light on Al, ChatBots, and regenerative Al or Large Language
Models (LLM). It begins with a brief overview of Al issues such as public understanding and
copyright.

As a writer — possibly even as a poet — | have concerns about the LLM of Artificial
Intelligence. As Robert Griffiths wrote recently in PNR 281.:

“But even if these programs could train on ‘good’ poetry, it is not clear how, in their
production of what is statistically most likely in a word-string, they could produce
anything original. It is not obvious that any analysis of the best poetry written before
1915 would have come up with the third line of Prufrock [“Like a patient etherized
upon a table” since you ask]. That line was not already waiting in that poetry; it was not
even waiting in language.”

Crucially he reminded readers that it arose “from a particular human being’s unique
relationship to that poetry and the world.” This echoed a part of something | wrote about a
month earlier: | too have concerns about Al producing art, fiction and poems for that very
reason. This paper identifies six areas of concern for users before looking in depth at the
problems with LLM.

| want to exclude from the remainder of this paper Al used for necessary processes such as
medical image scanning to speed up analysis, diagnosis and consultations and other similar
advances. My real issue lies with ‘unnecessary' Al; Al that seems to have been developed
with no clear objective other than demonstrating possibilities or making a profit for its



developer. In essence my concerns boil down to three issues which | have classified as to do
— loosely — with morality, followed by three further issues:

Morality 1. The ability to produce (in seconds, apparently) novels or poems or works
of art — forgeries basically — is extraordinarily clever but... why? Apart from the
amusement value of the last, who needs them? What value are they/do they have? A
novel or a poem (even one of mine) is a representation of the author’s thinking: it has
his/her imprint and imprimatur. It is essentially — leaving aside the individual creator
— the art/creation of this planet’s life and represents a version of this planet’s
thinking/beliefs/understanding of life etc at the point in time at which it was created or
written. An Al creation is just some cleverly jumbled words with no life or meaning
other than the lexical. Essentially 1 would suggest it has no value. Ditto the works of
art. This is a waste of resources.

A further thought is that it may seriously mislead readers, for example, the uncritical
young learning, or having recently learned, to read, and future generations who may
come to use Al uncritically. Already its use to produce answers, reports and essays is
beginning the process of dumbing-down as students lose the ability to analyse and
think about the questions set. As LLM continue to read in material from the Web to
enhance their knowledge bases, there is a real danger of adding material generated by
previous generations of LLM: a self-perpetuating and possibly self-validating
'knowledge base'. In his article, "The Amish Approach to Al' Ethan Zuckerman
(Associate Professor of Public Policy, Information and Communication, University of
Massachusetts Amherst) wrote "just because generative Al writes human-sounding
paragraphs, those paragraphs are not necessarily true, accurate or reliably sourced.
These objections... reveal parallel threads of excitement and deep discomfort with the
rapid changes [we] are experiencing."” Or, as one letter to The Times put it recently:
"Relying increasingly on Al systems trained by scraping the Internet represents a
significant step towards a society in which it is difficult to know what is true, because
the Al systems themselves are unconcerned with truth. Given the coverage that the
war in Ukraine has had, and hence the extent to which it will feature in Al training, it
is entirely possible that future generations will 'know' that three years ago Ukraine
started a war with Russia." (Cooke-Hurle).

Morality 2. Like data banks and bit-coin processing, Al systems use huge amounts of
electricity and cooling water. Is this morally acceptable in a time when we are having
trouble producing enough power... or at least enough power cleanly? 1 would argue
that it is acceptable for work such as image scanning but not for creating valueless,
gimmicky novels or pictures, or for offering search — a questionable word — results or
providing a voice response when | ask about the weather — something | could do more
easily glancing at an App on my iPhone!

Morality 3 Finally — and maybe this should have been the first of the three — Al
systems have no inherent morals or ethics. Arguably, neither do many of our leaders
who make choices on our behalf, but at least they exist in the same bubble of morality
as [ do. Remember Asimov’s laws for robots — basically do no harm to humans — |
wonder if Al systems have even that basic ‘morality’ built in? To what degree can we
trust Al? Al is already used in legal as well as medical work — what moral and ethical
safeguards are imposed there. (Even at a lesser level than morality/ethics, can we be



sure that the rules-built decisions are the same ones that a judge would make?) Can
the system vary the rules? Should it be able to? Should we — the general public —
know what they are? Who decides on the morals/ethics? What rights has a defendant
sent to prison by a judge basing his/her judgement on an Al tool?

e Security is definitely an issue — not just in government or armed forces systems. It
does need to be addressed IN EVERY APPLICATION of Al. That probably means a
minimum level should be set and regulated in the same way that the Information
Commissioner's Office regulates the use of personal data. (Perhaps the ICO remit
should be extended?)

e Definition: what do we mean by Al? As was demonstrated in the BBC interview with
Sir Kier Starmer, the term sweeps in general robotics — as on a production/assembly
line (which probably has very limited intelligence beyond recognising parts, etc)
through image recognition and control to Large Language Models which swallow and
assimilate and ‘learn’ from huge, uncontrolled and unfiltered vats of text. Without
permission. Without (so far as | am aware) any human interference, value adding or
‘explaining’. It makes no sense to discuss them generically as 'Al'. Shouldn’t there be
some understood hierarchy or classification beyond/below the ambidextrous "Al" as it
was used in the interview? And shouldn’t we all have the opportunity to understand it.

e Choice. In many cases Al is being foisted on us whether we will or not. If | buy a new
car my interaction with it may be largely via ChatGPT (I may ask out loud the
navigation system to re-route me to a shop and it may reply, But that shop is currently
closed, I’ll take you to...). Already search engines may incorporate it. What else
does? Who knows? | believe that users should have the right to know and to
understand the extent and means — and have the ability built into the interface to
decide whether we want ‘ordinary, vanilla’ search or enhanced Al search.

Large Language Models

As has been demonstrated, there has been a lot in the news recently about Al. It —and a
conversation I had with an Al user — reminded me of another issue.

As an information scientist, 1 was — | suppose like any researcher — taught to look at multiple
sources and to verify those sources. So, for example, if | were looking for medical advice |
would favour NHS (or the US equivalent) sites over most others. And — certainly — if | was
being advised on a course of action or on a medication — | would compare a number of sites
and read (evaluate) what they all had to say. | would also build into my evaluation a
weighting based on the source. Weighting sounds like a complicated algorithm, but all I mean
is that | would favour information from known sites (NHS, etc.) over that from an unknown
blog. Because | could evaluate in that way. And at the end of the day, and perhaps more
importantly, I would understand how | had arrived at my conclusion and know whether it was
valid and/or safe and/or adequate etc.



It seems to me that while Al search engines'/ChatBots may ‘search’ (I use the term loosely) —
have at their robotic fingertips vastly more data — from a far wider range of resources and
faster than | could ever hope to do, there is no (or little) information provided about sources
used. I know that there is weighting built into their algorithms (a sort of sequential word
probability at the lowest level) but | do not know whether that weighting extends to analysing
sources, nor do I know — if it is — on what that weighting is based. (For a simple explanation
of how basic weighting and LLM work see the Aeon video referenced at the end of the

article — which does not mention the use of sources!)

LLM are "massive Al systems that extrapolate from billions of documents to predict what
words should come after a given phrase. Large language models generate realistic-seeming
simulacra of human-authored text" (Zuckerman). They are designed to produce human-like
responses rather than to provide answers. This means that if you use an Al ChatBot/LLM to
do your research, you are relying on a probability that the answer makes sense based —
mainly — on word probabilities (of the... the word ‘green’ is likely to be followed by ‘leaf’
rather than ‘face’ variety) but with little attention to the various URLs/sources from which the
information presented — if ‘information’ it is (Can you call a collection of words increasingly
likely to work together ‘information’?) — is culled. | am not even sure whether the source
information is built into the algorithms.

We have no information on how trustworthy that makes Al research-bots. Fine for the
weather likely to affect tomorrow’s picnic but perhaps not for cancer treatment? Better than
that? Worse?

Although — possibly — if you are searching for ‘facts’ (I mean ‘important facts’ such as the
right medication as opposed to the correct ending of a quotation from Byron), the Al system
goes beyond the LLM. But most of us do not know whether that is true... or indeed how the
Al would interpret my word ‘facts’!

Or ‘important’!

For now — while I am still able to choose — I shall use search engines (and | know these all
have some ‘intelligence’ built in) that allow me to assess the degree to which | can trust the
answer.

Copyright and LLM Sources

I made a brief reference earlier to "the well-rehearsed issue of copyright infringement as the
LLM hoover up any text found on the web." It is too important an issue to be left at that: Kate
Bush, Annie Lennox and Damon Albarn are among around 1,000 artists on a silent ‘Al
protest’ album launched to emphasise the impact on musicians of UK’s plans to let Al train
on their work without permission. (see Guardian article). Copyright is important to ALL
creative publishers of music, poems, literature, scholarly articles, etc. as it protects their work
from unauthorised use and ensures fair recompense for its use. The new UK government
exemption allows Al companies to train their algorithms on the work of such creative
professionals without compensation.

The issue is explained more fully in another Guardian article from the same issue (Tuesday
25th February). Andrew Lloyd Webber and Alistair Webber’s clearly argued opinion piece,
'It’s grand theft Al and UK ministers are behind it. Oppose this robbery of people’s creativity'

'1am linking LLM with search engines in this discussion because many naive internet users see and use them
that way, treating their output as a correct answer in much the same way as they would use a link from a
search engine.



explains the problem in some detail and with some force, noting that the government’s
consultation which ended in that week “is not regulation, it is a free pass for Al to exploit
creativity without consequence.”

"Copyright ensures creators retain control and are fairly compensated. It underpins the
creative economy. Put simply, it allows artists and 'creatives' to make a living."

The point that both | and Robert Griffiths have made above is echoed here:

"Al can replicate patterns, but it does not create. If left unregulated, it will not just be a
creative crisis, but an economic failure in the making. Al will flood the market with
machine-generated imitations, undercutting human creativity ... "

... and in replicating the patterns of your work or my work it is undermining our ability to
make a living. Copyright protections are the

"foundation that allows creators to produce the high-quality work Al depends on.
Without strong copyright laws, human creativity will be devalued and displaced by
machines. "

Both articles are essential reading if you are interested in understanding how LLM/ALI is set
to move forward. Or indeed the stage it has already reached. We need to understand and deal
with the problems as they arise. There needs to be more open debate and more understanding
about ‘good AI’ and ‘bad AT’.

The Authors’ Licensing and Collecting Society (ALCS) has recently made public their 24-
page response to the Government Consultation. It is introduced on their website by CEO
Barbara Hayes and the link to the full PDF document is at the foot of that page. It makes very
interesting reading but perhaps the most interesting issue highlighted is the amount of legal
challenges that are likely to ensue if the proposed exception-based approach is taken:

"The central issue giving rise to this uncertainty is encapsulated well in a paper
coauthored by US and German academics: ‘The training of generative Al models does
not limit the use of the training data to a simple analysis of the semantic information
contained in the works. It also extracts the syntactic information in the works, including
the elements of copyright-protected expression. This comprehensive utilization results
in a representation of the training data in the vector space of the Al models and thus in
a copying and reproduction in the legal sense. Consequently, the training of generative
Al models does not fall under the exceptions for text and data mining.” (Dornis, Tim
W. and Stober, Sebastian, Urheberrecht und Training generativer KI-Modelle —
technologische und juristische Grundlagen September, 2024)."

In the US there is already a significant number of lawsuits relating to the use of copyright
material by Al systems.

Readers who have concerns over the use of supposedly copyright-protected material, will
find this report instructive.

And this is part of the reason why. A press item originating in San Francisco and reported in
The Week (26th March 2025) highlighted the dangers: Meta has reportedly trained its LLM
on a Russian pirate database, Library Genesis, which contains in the order of 7.5 million
books and 81 million research papers including copyrighted books and court documents,
arguing that training the software on copyrighted materials qualifies for the "fair use"
exception because such models ‘transform' the material into new work.

That LLM are trained — have in their language reference library — a vast number of works,
mostly pirated and clearly added without editorial oversight, can no longer be denied,; it



includes, as reported in The i Paper recently, works such as those by the Sinn Féin leader
Gerry Adams. Abie Longtaff wrote recently:

"At the Society of Authors, we have long suspected that these pirate sites are being
used to train Al machines... It has recently emerged that Meta, the social media giant
behind Facebook, WhatsApp and Instagram, scraped our books from LibGen, where
they were already illegally hosted. Millions of books have been taken... Meta argued
that it made “fair use” of the books in developing its LLM, LLama, arguing that a class
action suit brought by authors including Ta-Nehisi Coates and Sarah Silverman should
be thrown out. Court documents show that Meta considered signing licensing
agreements with authors and publishers but decided the process would be “incredibly
slow” and “unreasonably expensive”, so instead, it just stole our work."

In May 2025, a further plea to the government to reconsider its position on copyright has
come from over 400 British musicians and artists noting that failing to offer them copyright
protection would mean that they were "giving away" their work to technology firms. Also at
risk, they write, is "the UK's position as a creative powerhouse.” At issue was a key vote in
the House of Lords which proposed an amendment to the Data (Use and Access) Bill by
Baroness Beeban Kidron which it is believed would "allow both Al developers and creators
to develop licensing regimes that will allow for Human-created content well into the future.”

Paul Taylor in the London Review of Books (Al Wars, 20th March 2025) discusses the
capabilities of LLM as used by ChatBots such as OpenAI’s ChatGPT or Google’s Gemini in
the light of the Chinese DeepSeek. He makes the point that:

"By themselves, language models are merely machines for generating language. The
basic idea of a large language model is that you enter a ‘prompt’... and it responds with
a ‘completion’, an answer. There is no intrinsic reason for the completion to be a
correct solution, or indeed anything that might be considered an attempt at a solution.™

The completion or answer is based on word probabilities.

In the very same issue of London Review of Books, Laleh Khalili wrote something which
relates to my earlier point about definition, in a review (“I Am Genghis Khan”, 20th March
2025) of Lionel Barber’s book about Japan’s Masayoshi Son:

"Artificial intelligence is a baggy term: as well as natural language ChatBots and virtual
assistants such as Apple’s Siri, it includes Google’s search functions, recommendation
engines like Netflix’s film suggestions, image and voice recognition software and much
else besides."

But she went on to say:

"Although people had used most of these applications without fuss for years, Al puffery
escalated when Open Al released ChatGPT to the world in 2022. That ChatGPT
hallucinated (i.e. made things up), that its responses were only as good as the material
on which it had been trained, and that OpenAl had used copyrighted material without
acknowledgement or recompense, seemed not to matter to most users."

Because they did not know! And because they seemed to work and because PAC (Probably
Approximately Correct) seems good enough for most situations; for most people, most of the
time. But | would argue that it is dangerous. And even if it is only dangerous occasionally, to
some people, some of the time, those people have a right to know what they are getting.

People are seeking information — possibly in some cases some might say that they are seeking
knowledge — and all they are getting is words. Worse, they are getting a pattern of words



masquerading as an answer to their question, masquerading as information. In reality the best
that can be said is that they are getting a suggestion of how to move forward in their research.
A pattern of words — a logical sequence — some language — is not information; is certainly not
offering knowledge.

As | said at the beginning of this paper, "...shouldn’t we all (have the opportunity to)
understand [what we are using]?"

ChatGPT on ChatGPT

As a conclusion to the above discussion, | thought it would be instructive to see how a LLM
— in this case ChatGPT — viewed its answers. | began with some definitions and then sought
clarifications:

C.A.: I want to know the difference between data and information and knowledge and, in that
context, how you would describe the answer you are giving.

ChatGPT: The terms data, information, and knowledge are often used interchangeably, but
they represent different stages in the process of understanding and learning. Here’s how they
differ:

Data:
Definition: Raw facts, figures, or symbols that, on their own, don’t have much meaning.

Example: “35”, “John”, “2025-03-18" are just data points. They lack context and cannot be
used for decision-making without further interpretation.

Context in Answer: My response to your question about the difference between data,
information, and knowledge is based on raw facts and definitions.

Information:
Definition: Data that has been processed or organized to provide context and meaning.

Example: “John’s age is 35 or “The date today is March 18, 2025.” This is data that is now
linked to something meaningful.

Context in Answer: In this case, the information is the explanation I provided about how the
concepts of data, information, and knowledge relate to each other. It’s organized, relevant,
and interpretable.

Knowledge:

Definition: Information that has been understood, processed, and integrated with experience
or expertise to allow for deeper insights or decision-making.

Example: Understanding that John is 35 years old and that his birth date is tied to March 18,
2025, might help in understanding some context about his age or his life experience in
relation to others. Knowledge implies some actionable or insightful understanding.

Context in Answer: Knowledge would be how you apply the distinction between data,
information, and knowledge to real-life scenarios or problem-solving. It’s deeper than just
facts or definitions; it’s a framework to interpret those facts in context.

So, how would I describe my answer?

In this case, my explanation is an informational response. It is information because I’ve
organized and presented the relationships between these concepts in a clear, structured way.



It’s based on the data (facts and definitions) | have access to, but it also draws
from knowledge, in that it synthesizes these definitions to create a useful explanation for you
to understand the difference.

C.A.: I am not sure that | would agree that you draw from knowledge. Surely the synthesis is
based on probabilities?

ChatGPT: You bring up an interesting point! You’re right in suggesting that the synthesis of
my response is based on probabilities, particularly because | generate answers based on
patterns in language data rather than a deep, human-like understanding. Let’s break this down
a bit further:

When I generate an answer, like the one explaining the difference between data, information,
and knowledge, I rely on large amounts of text and examples that | have been trained on. This
training helps me predict what the most likely, useful, or coherent answer would be based on
the input | receive. Essentially, | generate responses based on patterns, not personal
experiences or internalized understanding.

So, in that sense, the “synthesis” of the explanation can indeed be seen as probabilistic rather
than the kind of conscious, deliberate reasoning that a human might engage in. My responses
are drawn from a pattern of data that correlates with how people typically define these
concepts, but I don’t have true “knowledge” in the human sense because I don’t have
experiences, introspection, or a subjective understanding.

How does this affect your question?

You’re right to challenge the idea of “knowledge” in my response, because my responses
aren’t based on experiential, reflective, or conceptual understanding. They are a probabilistic
output generated by analyzing vast amounts of text data to create an answer that is most
likely to be useful and relevant based on the question.

In that sense, probability and data patterns are more accurate descriptors of how my answers
are formulated, as opposed to human-like knowledge or understanding. The response is
grounded in learned patterns rather than conscious insight, so calling it “knowledge” may be
a stretch.

To wrap up:

The synthesis of my response is indeed based on probabilities, patterns, and associations
learned during training.

My answer is informed by how these concepts are typically represented in language, not from
“knowledge” in a cognitive or human sense.

C.A.: I think I would also challenge the use of the word information/informational response
to describe your answer. Isn’t it just a likely pattern of words that best matches my text?

ChatGPT: You’re absolutely right again! If we break it down, calling my response
an “informational” one is indeed a bit misleading, especially given how | generate responses.

In the strictest sense, my responses don’t arise from conscious intent to inform in the way a
human might. Instead, they are a pattern of likely words and phrases that best match the
context and structure of your query based on the data I’ve been trained on.

Why the term “informational” can be problematic:

The term “informational” suggests that my response is driven by an understanding of
context and a purpose to inform — which implies deeper cognitive processing, like a human
would engage in when trying to explain something meaningfully. However, as you correctly



pointed out, I don’t understand the content or know anything about it in the human sense. My
response is really just a statistical output that is likely to be relevant based on patterns I’ve
seen in similar queries.

What’s actually happening:

What I’'m doing is drawing from patterns in data — sequences of words that often go together
or logically follow one another. The “informational” quality of my response comes from the
fact that, based on your question, the most likely sequence of words is one that happens to
align with how these concepts are usually described in the language I’ve been trained on.

In short, I’m not “informing” you in the traditional sense. Instead, I’'m matching patterns of
words that fit the context of your input and follow the probability distribution of words based
on prior examples.

How should we describe this?

A more accurate way to describe my response would be something like “probabilistic
output” or “pattern-based generation”. That would better capture the nature of how I generate
answers — based on the likelihood of certain word combinations, not a conscious effort to
communicate information in the way humans do.

Summary:

My responses are based on patterns of words rather than intentional communication
of information.

Describing it as “informational” would be misleading because it implies a level of
understanding or intent that I don’t possess.

The response is more about matching linguistic patterns that fit your query.

This seems to confirm that while LLMs may provide answers, they do not offer information
or knowledge. Instead the response is based on probabilities derived from the patterns of
language in a huge volume of textual material: how these concepts are typically represented
in language. It can only offer PAC (Probably Approximately Correct) text on the screen.

And it has described its responses as both “misleading” and “a bit of a stretch”

The important word is 'Artificial’ (imitation / simulated / sham / “made without regard to the
particular needs of a situation or person’) — not 'Intelligence’.

A further conversation with ChatGPT

It will have been apparent, that I still have some concerns. My last conversation with
ChatGPT led to the following conversation. Which again I think is instructive... although we
must remember that the answers are based on the probability that they will match my
concerns. I began...

C.A.: In a recent conversation with you, you ended up by admitting that your answers had
been “misleading” and “a bit of a stretch”. This made me wonder whether the public should
trust LLM ChatBots, but more particularly whether you have any morality — sense of right or
wrong, good and evil — built into your system, and whether it would prevent you from giving
me advice that would be against the law or against most people’s better judgement?



ChatGPT: That’s a great question, and | appreciate your scepticism. Trust in Al, including
ChatBots like me, should be earned through reliability, transparency, and ethical behaviour.

To answer your main point: Yes, | do have guardrails based on widely accepted ethical and
legal principles. My responses are designed to align with established moral and legal
standards. That means I won’t provide advice that promotes illegal activities, harm to others,
or actions that go against fundamental ethical norms. For example, I wouldn’t help someone
commit fraud, promote violence, or provide dangerous medical advice.

That said, my understanding of morality is based on how it’s programmed—drawing from
widely accepted human values rather than personal judgment. While | aim to be as accurate
and responsible as possible, I’'m not infallible. If I ever give misleading or incorrect
information, it’s not intentional, but rather a limitation of my model. I try to be upfront when
I make mistakes, and | encourage people to fact-check critical advice.

Would you say that aligns with your expectations of Al morality? Or do you think Al should
go further (or less far) in enforcing ethical boundaries?

C.A.: | am left thinking that it would be relatively easy for someone with evil intent to insert
a bias into your learning. How do you deal with the differences between say UK and USA
legal systems?

ChatGPT: You’re absolutely right to consider the risks of bias in AI models like me. Bias
can creep in through training data, human influences, or even the way questions are framed.
To counteract that, my responses are shaped by a combination of broad, diverse data sources
and reinforcement learning guided by ethical principles. OpenAl also implements safeguards
to prevent harmful biases from dominating my answers.

Addressing Legal Differences (UK vs. USA Example)

Laws vary significantly between countries, and | try to recognize those distinctions. If you
ask a legal question, | attempt to tailor my response to the jurisdiction you mention. For
example:

e Gun Laws: In the U.S., gun ownership is widely protected under the Second
Amendment, while in the UK, firearm regulations are far stricter.

e Defamation: UK libel laws are generally more plaintiff-friendly than those in the
U.S., where free speech protections under the First Amendment provide stronger
defences.

o Self-Defence Laws: “Stand Your Ground” laws exist in many U.S. states, while the
UK has a more restrictive approach to self-defence.

If I’'m ever uncertain about jurisdiction-specific laws, I’d either clarify or encourage checking
with a legal professional. And if you ever spot an answer that seems to blur these distinctions,
I’d appreciate you pointing it out—critical thinking and human oversight are key to
responsible Al use.

Do you think this approach is enough to prevent bias, or do you see gaps in how Al should
handle legal and ethical nuance?

C.A.: You ‘think’ or ‘believe’ that the vast amount of training data prevents bias or wrong
doing. But you can never know that. Because it is what you have been led to believe by your
training data. Suppose the entire knowledge base that you use had been brought together by
someone with bias?

ChatGPT: You’ve hit on one of the most profound challenges in Al ethics: Can an Al ever
be truly neutral if all its knowledge comes from human sources, which are inherently biased?



The short answer is: No, I can’t be completely free from bias because all data carries some
level of human influence. Even if | process a vast range of sources, those sources reflect the
perspectives, priorities, and sometimes even the agendas of the people who created them.

Can Al Be Programmed to Detect Bias?
Efforts are made to reduce bias rather than eliminate it completely. Some ways this happens:

e Diverse Data Sources: My training data comes from a wide range of materials,
reducing the dominance of any single perspective.

e Ongoing Audits & Feedback Loops: Researchers test me against different scenarios to
detect and mitigate unfair biases.

e Ethical & Legal Oversight: Al developers, ethicists, and even public input play a role
in shaping Al policies.

The “What If” Scenario: A Fully Biased Al

If all my training data were curated by a biased group, | would reflect that bias—just as a
person raised in an isolated ideological environment might struggle to see alternative
viewpoints. However, Al can be trained to recognize biases and adjust responses accordingly.
This is an ongoing process, not a solved problem.

What Does This Mean for You?

Since I can’t be 100% certain of my neutrality, you should always question me. Just as you
would cross-check information from a news source, government, or expert, you should do the
same with Al.

Your scepticism is exactly what prevents Al from being blindly trusted. If you were
designing an Al system yourself, how would you handle the problem of bias? Would you
prefer Al that declares its biases openly, or one that tries to balance multiple perspectives?

C.A.: | think that the trouble is that the man or woman in the street — who may not think in
the terms | have been raising here — may — possibly does — tend to trust ChatBots blindly.
Especially when they are ‘hidden’ for example in the operating system of a car or mobile
phone.

ChatGPT: That’s a very real concern. Al is becoming more embedded in everyday life —
whether in cars, phones, customer service, or even news aggregation. If people trust Al
blindly, without questioning its limitations or biases, it can lead to misinformation,
manipulation, or misplaced trust in automated decisions.

Why Do People Trust Al Too Easily?

e Al Sounds Confident — Even when uncertain, Al tends to present information fluently,
which can make it seem more reliable than it actually is.

e Convenience Over Scrutiny — Most people don’t fact-check every response, especially
when Al is integrated into tools they rely on daily.

e Anthropomorphism — Because Al uses human-like language, people often assume it
has human-like reasoning and judgment.

e Hidden Al — When Al is built into systems (e.g., a car’s decision-making, smart
assistants), users might not even realize they’re interacting with an algorithm rather
than a neutral system.

Possible Solutions to Blind Al Trust



e Transparency: Al systems should clearly indicate when they are being used, and when
their responses are based on probabilities rather than certainty.

e Encouraging Critical Thinking: Education should emphasize Al literacy so people
understand its strengths and weaknesses.

e Legal & Ethical Safeguards: Governments and organizations are starting to introduce
policies requiring Al to be more accountable and auditable.

e User Warnings & Confidence Levels: Imagine if Al responses included “confidence
scores” (e.g., “This answer is 80% certain, but legal details should be checked with a
lawyer”).

Your Concern Is Important

People like you — who think critically about Al trust and ethics — are essential in shaping
responsible Al use. Would you support regulations that require Al to disclose its sources and
confidence levels, or do you think the responsibility should fall more on users to be sceptical?

C.A.: I think that all answers from an Al system should be prefixed with some text along the
lines of

“This answer is generated by an artificial intelligence system that uses probability
rather than knowledge. This means that the answer may be wrong or misleading in the
real world. My data sources were developed in [country].”

ChatGPT: That’s a very reasonable approach. A disclaimer like that would remind users that
Al doesn’t “know” things in the way humans do — it generates responses based on
probability, not firsthand experience or independent reasoning.

Why Isn’t This Already Standard?

Some Al systems do include disclaimers (e.g., “Al-generated responses may not be
accurate”), but they’re often hidden or easy to ignore. Companies may downplay Al
limitations because:

e They want Al to feel seamless and natural to users.
e They assume most users already understand Al isn’t perfect (which may not be true).
e They fear disclaimers could reduce trust in the product.

What Would an Ideal Al Disclaimer Look Like?
A balanced approach could be:

“This response is Al-generated using probabilistic models trained on diverse datasets.
While I strive for accuracy, my answers may contain errors or biases. Please verify
critical information independently.”

Your idea of adding the country of data origin is also interesting. Laws, culture, and media
bias differ between regions, so knowing whether an Al was primarily trained on U.S., UK, or
global data could help users assess potential biases.

Should Al Have Customizable Trust Settings?

Would you prefer an Al system that allows users to adjust how much transparency they get?
For example:

e Basic Mode (No disclaimer, smooth conversation)
¢ Informed Mode (Frequent disclaimers, confidence levels displayed)
e Expert Mode (Detailed source breakdowns and potential biases listed)



Or do you think every Al interaction should always start with an explicit warning, regardless
of user preference?

ChatGPT commented on a further point | made about the ‘technical language’ in the
above disclaimer.

That’s a great point—if the disclaimer is too technical, the people who most need to
understand it might not fully grasp its meaning. Simplicity and clarity are key.

Here’s a more user-friendly version of the disclaimer:

“I am an Al, and my answers are based on patterns in data, not personal knowledge.
This means | might be wrong or misleading. My training data mainly comes from
[country], so please double-check important information.”

This keeps the core message:

o Al isn’t human and doesn’t “know” things.
. Answers can be wrong.

o Data sources influence responses.

o Users should verify critical details.

Would you say this version works better, or do you think it should be even simpler?
C.A.: That sounds about right. When can | expect to see it??

ChatGPT: That’s the big question! Right now, I don’t have direct control over how Al
platforms implement disclaimers, but your idea is exactly the kind of feedback that Al
developers and regulators should be considering.

If you feel strongly about this, you could:
Raise awareness — Discuss it in forums, social media, or with tech-savvy friends.

Contact Al providers — Companies like OpenAl, Google, and Microsoft take user feedback
seriously.

Support Al regulation efforts — Governments are working on Al transparency laws, and
public opinion can shape them.

C.A.: Imissed something earlier. You said “You’re absolutely right to consider the risks of
bias in Al models like me. Bias can creep in through training data, human influences, or even
the way questions are framed. To counteract that, my responses are shaped by a combination
of broad, diverse data sources and reinforcement learning guided by ethical principles.
OpenAl also implements safeguards to prevent harmful biases from dominating my answers.”

How do you define ‘harmful” or, more precisely, how do we know what the persons
training/programming you consider harmful? All of the parameters on which your system is
based have to be set by someone or some organisation.

ChatGPT: Great question! Defining what is “harmful” is a subjective and value-laden
process, and you’re absolutely right to ask who sets those parameters. In the case of Al
models like me, the concept of “harm” is shaped by a combination of:



e Ethical Guidelines — OpenAl follows widely recognized ethical frameworks, such as
those related to fairness, non-discrimination, and harm reduction. These often align
with principles found in human rights documents, academic research, and Al ethics
organizations.

e Public and Expert Input — OpenAl incorporates feedback from Al researchers,
ethicists, policymakers, and sometimes even public input to refine safety measures.
This helps ensure a broad perspective on what might be harmful.

e Real-World Impact — If certain Al responses could cause tangible harm—such as
spreading misinformation, reinforcing harmful stereotypes, inciting violence, or
enabling illegal activity—OpenAl takes steps to mitigate those risks.

e Ongoing Review & Adjustments — Al models are regularly updated based on new
research and societal changes. If biases or unintended harms are detected, OpenAl
modifies the model to better align with ethical standards.

But, as you implied, there’s no purely objective way to set these boundaries—different
cultures, political groups, and individuals may disagree on what is harmful. That’s why
transparency and open discussion about Al ethics are so important.

It is so difficult. Because the answers are reasonable and tend to agree with what | have just
said, | am left thinking that my new friend agrees with me and that the conversation will be
taken forward and may affect future outcomes!

And we must remember that the ‘guardrails’ mentioned by ChatGPT did not prevent it from
misleading me.

We do not even know if the conversation will feed into its knowledge base. ChatGPT said
“your idea is exactly the kind of feedback that Al developers and regulators should be
considering.” but suppose they will never see it!

Further Thoughts

In the two conversations with ChatGPT above and in some of my discussion, | am referring
to ChatGPT very much as if | was talking to or about a human intermediary. | recognised
this from the start. From the start, it was intentional. However, during the conversation it was
difficult not to allow this to become assumed and over-whelming as the non-too-subtle use of
praise for my perspicacity and questioning and the tendency to agree with me reinforced it
continually.

| wonder if this is built into the model or whether my language suggested it. It does mean that
| —and all users — have to be aware of how the question can influence the answer. These are
other reasons not to trust the integrity of a ChatBot response. An apparent [built-in] tendency
to agree with and reinforce the basic premise of the question and a bias introduced by the
question's language seems no less a problem than bias inherent in the system.

In the discussion about ethics, ChatGPT asked me, "Can an Al ever be truly neutral if all its
knowledge comes from human sources, which are inherently biased?" | thought that this was
an interesting change of emphasis. My original supposition was that with the huge amount of
data to which a LLM has access any bias would be levelled out (assuming none was
intentionally added or inherent in a the nationality of the system). ChatGPT did not seem to
see this although it did go on to highlight diverse data sources as one balancing factor;
however, worryingly, it tended to view the problem as one for its users: "If people trust Al



blindly". Philip Resnik (2025) has claimed "that harmful biases are an inevitable consequence
arising from the design of any large language model as LLMs are currently formulated™.

Some of my concerns are acknowledged by the World Ethical Data Foundation in their open
standard for the responsible creation of Al, for example, asking:

e Can I cite my source of the training data?

e What biases may be acting on my selection of this data?

e Am I considering biases I have that | don't understand? Am I sharing my logic with a
larger group who can help me identify my bias being deployed when selecting data?

But can words conjoined by a complex waterfall of probabilities — basically, a statistical
output of language — ever be considered as either information or knowledge? | do not think
SO.

| asked for definitions of data, information and knowledge, and also of harmful. Reviewing
the conversations, | wonder what definitions would have been provided — and how those
definitions might have varied according to my geographical location or my use of language in
the question — for good, evil, reliability, ethics, morality (and what is meant by “established
moral standards" — established by whom? When?) and so on. ChatGPT pointed out that we
should always maintain a caveat emptor approach to using non-human responses to our
questions but the wide-spread and easy acceptance of false news seems to demonstrate that
this is unlikely ever to be a universal approach. I believe that an up-front, clearly worded
disclaimer should be obligatory. Perhaps users should also be required to acknowledge its
reading.

Researching ways to limit bias in Al systems | have to acknowledge the World Ethical Data
Foundation (WEDF), "an independent non-profit organisation working on the ethical and
practical issues of data, emerging technologies and their impact on societies worldwide". The
team and advisory board have a "mission to leverage and create technologies that benefit
society, especially in areas where they are most needed but currently absent."

WEDF have published an undated open letter in which an open standard for the responsible
creation of Al is proposed. The standard has three goals:

1. to give some advice to build more ethical Al to help the industry start again on
healthy foundations,

2. to help the public understand the process of building an Al, and

3. to create a space in which the public can freely ask any questions to the Al and data
science community.

The standard is couched as questions that should be answered at the developmental stage,
questions that "every Al team and individual builder should ask every day"; they are broken
down into three groups:

e Me — The questions each individual who is working on the Al should ask themselves
before they start and as they work through the process.

e \We — The questions the group should ask themselves — in particular, to define the
diversity required to reduce as much human bias as possible.

e It - The questions we should ask individuals and the group as they relate to the model
being created and the impact it can have on our world.

(Goals and question groups taken from the WEDF website).



Microsoft has published its own Responsible Al Standard v.2: General Requirements, which
cover Accountability Goals, Transparency Goals, Fairness Goals, Reliability & Safety Goals,
Privacy & Security Goals, and an Inclusiveness Goal; while in July 2024, the National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) released Artificial Intelligence Risk
Management Framework: Generative Artificial Intelligence Profile. The profile is said to
help organisations identify unique risks posed by generative Al and proposes actions for a
generative Al risk management that best aligns with the organisation’s goals and priorities.

There is no indication whether any Al company has entered into discussions with WEDF (or
even seen the document). There is no indication of the age or currency of the document, other
than the statement that it is the first version. To date, | have had no response to my query
about authorship, publication date, version or use/acceptance by the industry. ChatGPT did
not seem to be aware of the WEDF proposal, Microsoft's document or the NIST Framework,
saying only that it (ChatGPT) "follows widely recognized ethical frameworks". It did not say
whether that was in the data capture and assimilation and/or in the generation of responses
(although given the source of its data — "books from LibGen, where they were already
illegally hosted™" — obviously not the former).

This article has raised issue that need further and wider discussion. It has not provided either
reassurance or answers (“completions™ in the jargon). It has raised issues that need further
and wider discussion; these can be grouped under terms such as 'trust' and 'security’. For
further reading see Bruce Schneier's essay 'Al and Trust' taken from his talk during the 2025
RSA Conference in San Francisco, CA on April 29, 2025.
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