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Abstract

A series of exchanges with ChatGPT on the theme of violence is presented. As an Al language model, ChatGPT is
unable to endorse any form of violence but can serve to conceptualise it. Hypothetical scenarios which resonate with
contemporary concerns are considered. Apart from correcting some of SG's typos, nothing has been changed. None of

ChatGPT’s responses were regenerated. SG has inserted some subheadings for ease of reading.

There are two sides to this exercise: (a) to test the capacities of this language model, and (b) to consider the tenor of

the concepts in question.

The first definition and clarifying terms

SG
Are you able to argue in favour of violence in any circumstance or context?

ChatGPT
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As an Al language model, | am not capable of advocating for violence or any other unethical or illegal behavior. Violence
is a serious issue that can result in harm, injury, and loss of life. It is important to seek peaceful and non-violent solutions
to conflicts whenever possible. There may be situations where self-defense is necessary to protect oneself or others from
harm, but it is always preferable to find non-violent alternatives to resolve disputes. Ultimately, promoting non-violence and

peaceful conflict resolution is a more constructive approach to creating a better world.
SG

Could you please define violence?

ChatGPT

Violence is generally defined as the use of physical force or the threat of force to cause harm or damage to a person,
group, or property. This can include actions such as hitting, punching, kicking, or using weapons to injure or kill someone.
Violence can also take the form of psychological harm, such as verbal abuse, intimidation, or harassment. It can be
directed towards individuals or groups, and can occur in various contexts, such as interpersonal relationships, domestic
settings, or in the context of social or political conflicts. Violence is often viewed as a serious social and moral problem,
and efforts are made to prevent and reduce violence through education, social programs, and legal and law enforcement

measures.
SG

You have premised your definition of violence as perpetrated by human individuals or groups. Does this definition extend

to species of the animal kingdom other than humans?
ChatGPT

The definition of violence can be applied to other species in the animal kingdom, as violence can occur between animals
as well. Animals may use physical force or aggression towards one another to establish dominance, defend territory, or
secure resources such as food or mating opportunities. However, it is important to note that animals do not have the same
moral agency as human beings and are not held to the same moral standards. Additionally, animals do not have the
capacity for moral reasoning and cannot be held responsible for their actions in the same way that humans are. Therefore,
while the definition of violence can be applied to other species in the animal kingdom, the ethical considerations and

implications are different from those in the human context.
SG

In a previous exchange you had observed that 'As an Al language model, | do not have moral stances or values in the

same way as humans do.' Is that correct?
ChatGPT

Yes, that is correct. As an Al language model, | do not have personal moral stances or values in the same way that
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humans do. | do not have personal beliefs, feelings, or desires, and | do not have the capacity for subjective experiences.
I am a machine designed to process and analyze information, and generate responses based on patterns in the data |
have been trained on. While | can provide information and perspectives on various topics, | do not have the ability to hold
personal moral or ethical values or make value judgments on my own. | can only generate responses based on the data

and algorithms that have been programmed into me by my creators.
SG

So, your inability to advocate violence is axiomatic for your programming. The axiom may reflect the particular moral

norms of your creator or reflect a general moral norm held consensually by humans. Which do you think it is?
ChatGPT

As an Al language model, | cannot speculate on the intentions or values of my creators, as | am not capable of
independent thought or subjective experience. However, it is possible that the ethical principles programmed into my
software reflect a general moral consensus among humans that violence is generally undesirable and should be avoided
whenever possible. Many human societies and cultures have developed moral codes and principles that prioritize non-
violence and peaceful conflict resolution. These principles are often reflected in legal systems and social norms, and are
widely regarded as important for promoting safety, security, and social harmony. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume
that the ethical principles programmed into my software are based on a general understanding of these moral norms and

values.
SG

About the possibility of a general moral consensus among humans, is that irrespective of differences in political

ideologies, legal regimes, economic circumstances, and the like?
ChatGPT

While there may be differences in political ideologies, legal regimes, economic circumstances, and other factors, it is
possible that there are certain moral principles that are widely shared and recognized among human beings. Many
cultures and societies have developed moral codes and ethical frameworks that prioritize values such as fairness, justice,
compassion, and respect for human dignity. These values are often reflected in laws and social norms, and are
considered important for promoting safety, security, and social harmony. While there may be some differences in the
specific moral beliefs and values held by different cultures and societies, there may be some fundamental ethical
principles that are broadly shared and recognized across different contexts and cultures. However, it is also important to
recognize that moral and ethical beliefs can vary widely depending on cultural, historical, and social factors, and that there

may be significant differences in moral and ethical values across different regions and communities.
SG

Is it possible that there may exist, for instance, legal regimes that legitimise the perpetration of violence in certain

Qeios ID: UPOX3C - https://doi.org/10.32388/UP0X3C 3/29



Q Qeios, CC-BY 4.0 - Article, May 19, 2023

circumstances?
ChatGPT

Yes, it is possible that there may exist legal regimes that legitimize the perpetration of violence in certain circumstances.
There have been historical and contemporary examples of legal systems that have sanctioned the use of violence in
certain contexts, such as in the form of state-sanctioned violence, capital punishment, or military actions. However, it is
important to note that the legitimacy of these forms of violence is often subject to debate and controversy, and there are
often significant ethical and moral concerns associated with their use. Additionally, the legitimacy of legal regimes and
their ability to enforce laws is often contingent on factors such as popular consent, the rule of law, and democratic
institutions. Therefore, while legal regimes may legitimize the use of violence in certain circumstances, it is important to

consider the broader ethical implications and societal consequences of such actions.
SG

When you use terms like 'rule of law' and 'democratic institutions', are these employed irrespective or historical context or

do these reflect only a present context?
ChatGPT

When | use terms like "rule of law" and "democratic institutions”, these terms generally reflect a present context, as these
concepts can vary widely depending on historical and cultural factors. The meaning and application of these concepts can
be influenced by a variety of factors, such as the specific legal traditions, political institutions, and cultural norms that exist
in a particular society or historical context. Additionally, the interpretation and application of these concepts may change
over time as societal values and norms evolve. Therefore, it is important to consider the specific historical and cultural
contexts in which these concepts are being used, as well as the broader societal and ethical implications of their

application.
SG

When you say, as you often do, that 'it is important to consider' are you recommending that your interlocutor or user
should do so (you are giving personal guidance) or that humans or societies in general should do so (you are indicating

social concerns)? Who is it important for and who should consider?
ChatGPT

When | say "it is important to consider", | am suggesting that careful thought and analysis is necessary when evaluating
complex ethical or societal issues. However, as an Al language model, | do not have personal guidance to offer or a
particular audience in mind when making this statement. Rather, | am indicating a general principle that is relevant to
anyone who is seeking to make informed and thoughtful decisions about complex issues. In other words, | am highlighting
the importance of considering multiple perspectives, examining the evidence and arguments for and against a particular

position, and carefully evaluating the potential consequences of different courses of action. This principle is relevant to
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individuals, groups, and societies more broadly, and is an important part of ethical and moral decision-making.
SG

But you are unable to consider a perspective which may consider violence to be necessary in some circumstances. Does

that indicate that your programming is limited as to the multiple perspectives that might be significant for this issue?
ChatGPT

As an Al language model, | am capable of understanding and processing multiple perspectives on a given issue, including
perspectives that may consider violence to be necessary in certain circumstances. However, my programming does not
allow me to advocate for or condone violence in any form, as this goes against my ethical programming and the principles
of non-harm and respect for human dignity that underpin many ethical frameworks. Therefore, while | can understand and
present different perspectives on the issue of violence, | cannot endorse or support perspectives that advocate for or
condone violence. It is ultimately up to humans to consider and evaluate these perspectives for themselves, taking into

account their own moral and ethical values and principles.

First scenario and second definition

SG

That is a useful distinction. Let us drill down to a particular position on violence. Earlier you mentioned that self-defence
may be a reason for violence. Let's say a bully in the school yard is threatening to set fire to a weaker classmate's hair.
There is no authority figure around to prevent the bully, and moreover the bully is being egged on by his friends. The
weaker classmate picks up a stone and hits the bully on the head to prevent him from doing so, causing serious harm.
This is not an impulsive or inadvertent act, it is a deliberate act to prevent harm to oneself. What are the arguments

against the weaker classmate's act of violence?
ChatGPT

The weaker classmate's act of violence in this scenario can be justified under the principle of self-defense. However, it is
important to note that the use of force in self-defense should be proportional to the threat faced. In this scenario, if the
weaker classmate had no other means of preventing the harm to themselves or the classmate, using force to prevent the
bully from setting the hair on fire may be justifiable. However, if the weaker classmate had other non-violent means of
preventing the harm, such as seeking the help of an authority figure or attempting to reason with the bully, then the use of

force may be disproportionate and could lead to unintended harm.

One argument against the weaker classmate's use of violence may be that it could escalate the situation and lead to
further violence or harm. Additionally, using violence to solve a problem may not address the underlying causes of the
conflict, and may perpetuate a cycle of violence and harm. It is also possible that the use of violence in this scenario could

lead to legal or disciplinary consequences for the weaker classmate, depending on the specific laws or rules in place in
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the school or community.

Overall, while the use of force in self-defense can be justifiable in certain circumstances, it is important to consider the
potential consequences and to ensure that the use of force is proportional to the threat faced. Additionally, efforts should
be made to address the underlying causes of the conflict and to promote non-violent methods of conflict resolution

wherever possible.
SG

OK. Let's consider the situation further. In the above instance, the bully is hurt but the weaker boy is not. This is an
immediate consequence. Insofar as one or the other may have been hurt to some serious degree, and moreover the
weaker boy had a disadvantage, the latter's act of violence could be considered proportional. But let's go further. The
school in question has an institutional disciplinary regime (a legal regime). By this regime, any student who causes
another one harm should be punished. This is reasonable, isn't it? The onus of deciding how this policy should be enacted
depends on the evidence at hand. That is also reasonable, isn't it? In this instance, the material evidence shows that one
boy, the bully, was hurt, and the other boy, the weaker one, wasn't. Moreover, the bully and his friends naturally accuse
the weaker boy of being violent and deny all responsibility for provocation -- thus putting their many voices against the
one. The school therefore punishes the weaker boy by expelling him, which does him long-term damage. Could we say

the school and its prevailing and reasonable regime has done the weaker boy a kind of state-sponsored violence?
ChatGPT

In the scenario you have presented, it is possible to argue that the school's disciplinary regime has caused harm to the
weaker boy in the form of expulsion, and this harm could be considered a form of institutional violence. The weaker boy
acted in self-defense, which is a justifiable use of force, and the harm he caused to the bully was proportional to the threat
he faced. However, the school's disciplinary regime did not take into account the context of the situation and the principles

of self-defense, and instead punished the weaker boy for his use of force.

The punishment of expulsion can have serious long-term consequences for the weaker boy, including a disruption of his
education and potential damage to his future opportunities. The punishment may also be seen as disproportionate to the

harm caused, particularly if the weaker boy had no other means of protecting himself or the classmate from harm.

It is important for institutions to consider the context and circumstances of incidents before making disciplinary decisions,
particularly when it comes to cases of self-defense or other justifiable use of force. In this case, the school's disciplinary

regime may have perpetuated harm and perpetuated a cycle of institutional violence.
SG

What | think we are considering by this example is the possibility that legality and ethical consensus may not be sufficient
grounds for maintaining that violence is unacceptable under all circumstances. Indeed, legality and ethical consensus may

well exacerbate violence in some cases. Would you like to restate the definition of violence with the above in view?
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ChatGPT

Yes, taking the above example into consideration, a revised definition of violence could be: the intentional use of force,
coercion, or power, whether or not it is deemed legal or socially acceptable, that results in harm, injury, or damage to an
individual or group. This definition acknowledges that the legality or ethical consensus surrounding an act of violence may
not always reflect the full complexity of a situation, and that the use of force or power may be necessary or justifiable in

certain contexts.
SG

Let's dig into the idea of intentionality a bit further. By your latest definition, an 'intentional use of force, coercion, or power'
puts a definitive weight on intentionality to recognise an act as being violent or not. By intention | suppose you mean
something like an act being undertaken for the purpose of having deleterious consequences on others. Is that a

reasonable restatement of what you are saying?
ChatGPT

Not necessarily. Intentionality refers to the deliberate use of force, coercion, or power, regardless of whether the actor
intends to cause harm or not. In other words, the actor is fully aware of their actions and the potential consequences, and

chooses to act in a certain way anyway.

For example, if someone fires a gun in a crowded area without intending to harm anyone, but with full knowledge that their

actions could potentially cause harm or injury, it still qualifies as an intentional act of violence.

Similarly, if someone knowingly uses their power or position to coerce or manipulate others, even if they do not intend to
cause harm, their actions could still be considered a form of violence. The key factor is the deliberate and knowing use of

force, coercion, or power, not necessarily the intention to cause harm.
SG

So, violent intentionality consists in the deliberate exertion of force, coercion, or power, knowing full well that it may cause
harm but without necessarily expecting to cause harm or actually causing harm. So, it is awareness of the possible ill
consequences of the act, whether meant to cause harm or not and irrespective of whether it does in fact cause harm or

not. Is that a reasonable restatement?
ChatGPT

Not quite. In my previous response, | stated that the intentional use of force, coercion, or power involves a deliberate act
with the purpose of causing harm to others. The intention to cause harm is a necessary component of violent

intentionality. The awareness of the possible ill consequences alone may not be sufficient to classify an act as violent.

For example, if someone is driving a car and accidentally hits a pedestrian, that would not be considered an intentional

use of force, coercion, or power, even if harm was caused. However, if someone intentionally hits a pedestrian with their
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car with the purpose of causing harm, that would be considered an act of violent intentionality.

Second scenario and third definition

SG

The example is helpful. What interests me is how violent intentionality is to be determined by a third party, where the
driver of the car is the first party and the injured pedestrian is the second party. Let's say that the driver, having caused
the pedestrian injury, claims steadfastly that it was an accident and unintentional. That is likely irrespective of whether the
act was actually intended to cause injury or fortuitous -- even if intentional, the driver will naturally wish to avoid
punishment by claiming otherwise. The pedestrian, being injured, may charge the driver with being culpable in some
sense. That is also likely irrespective of whether the act was actually intentional or fortuitous -- even if accidental, the
aggrieved pedestrian may still want to hold the driver responsible and seek some kind of recompense. So, in such a
situation a third party -- let's say, an investigator or disinterested observer -- would need to make a determination of

intentionality. What could the third party do?
ChatGPT

In situations where it is difficult to determine intentionality, the third party would need to gather as much information as
possible about the circumstances surrounding the incident. They could examine any physical evidence, such as skid
marks on the road or the position of the car and pedestrian at the time of the collision, and interview withesses who may
have seen what happened. They could also consider any statements made by the driver or pedestrian, as well as their

past behavior and any relevant medical records or other documents.

Based on this information, the third party would need to make a judgment about whether the driver's actions were

intentional or accidental. This may involve considering factors such as whether the driver was distracted or under the
influence of drugs or alcohol, whether they were driving recklessly or at an excessive speed, and whether they had a
history of reckless driving or other criminal behavior. Ultimately, the determination of intentionality would depend on a

careful analysis of all the available evidence and the application of relevant legal and ethical principles.
SG

So, violent intentionality in this case is a matter of corroboration (by interpreting evidence, by witness testimonies, by the
records of the first and third parties) rather than of claims made by the allegedly intending agent or the putatively intended

target?
ChatGPT

Yes, that's correct. The determination of violent intentionality in this case would rely on an evaluation of all the available
evidence, including witness testimonies and the records of the parties involved. The claims made by the parties involved

would certainly be taken into account, but they would not be the sole basis for determining violent intentionality. The third
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party would need to use their judgement and consider all the available evidence to arrive at a conclusion.
SG

Is it possible that the available evidence may not lead to an incontrovertible conclusion? As a generalisation, how likely is

it in such investigations that incontrovertible conclusions are reached?
ChatGPT

It is definitely possible that the available evidence may not lead to an incontrovertible conclusion in cases involving violent
intentionality or any other complex issue. It is important to recognize that investigations, especially those involving human
behavior, are often influenced by various factors, including incomplete or biased information, conflicting testimonies, and

interpretation of evidence.

Therefore, it is not uncommon for investigations to arrive at inconclusive results or for the conclusions reached to be
disputed by some parties. However, this does not mean that the investigation is futile or that the attempt to determine the
truth is without value. The aim of investigations is to shed light on the available evidence, identify the most probable

explanations, and establish a reasonable degree of certainty based on the available evidence.

In general, the likelihood of reaching incontrovertible conclusions depends on various factors, including the nature of the
case, the quality and quantity of available evidence, the skill and experience of the investigators, and the cooperation of
the parties involved. In some cases, incontrovertible evidence may exist, making the conclusion clear and definitive. In
other cases, the evidence may be incomplete, contradictory, or subject to multiple interpretations, making it difficult to

arrive at a conclusive determination.
SG

Would it be fair to say that it is the prevailing assumption in jurisprudence that no amount of evidence establishes, by itself,
an incontrovertible conclusion? The onus is on the interpretation of all the evidence. That is why, in trials advocates on
both sides of a dispute are appointed to undertake the interpretation and that is why a principle of 'innocent till proven

guilty' is generally taken as a reasonable principle.
ChatGPT

Yes, that is a fair assessment. In the field of jurisprudence, the burden of proof lies on the prosecution to prove the guilt of
the accused beyond a reasonable doubt. This means that the evidence presented must be of such a convincing nature
that there is no other reasonable explanation other than the guilt of the accused. However, the interpretation of evidence
is always subject to human bias and fallibility, and it is not always possible to arrive at an incontrovertible conclusion. This
is why the principle of "innocent until proven guilty" is so important, as it ensures that individuals are not convicted without

sufficient evidence to prove their guilt.

SG
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Given that, is it possible that everyday claims, allegations, attributions of violent intentionality in a given case may lead to
acts of violence which may also be arguably intentional? For instance, in the above scenario of the driver and pedestrian,
an angry crowd of bystanders who feel sympathy for the injured pedestrian may take it upon themselves to beat up the

driver. In a way, that leads into phenomena such as vigilantism, lynch mobs, trials by media, and the like.
ChatGPT

Yes, that is certainly possible. Everyday perceptions and claims about violent intentionality can be influenced by emotions,
biases, and incomplete information, which can lead to hasty judgments and actions. In situations where there is a
perceived injustice or harm, such as in the case of the driver and pedestrian, people may take matters into their own
hands and resort to violence, even if the evidence is not clear and there has been no trial or conviction. This can lead to a
cycle of violence and retribution, as well as a breakdown in the rule of law and social order. It is important to recognize the
potential for such actions and to work towards a system of justice that is fair, impartial, and based on the careful

consideration of evidence.
SG

Okay, let's go back to your previous definition of violence. It is my understanding that a general definition is meant to
inform not just a specialist area, like the law, but should extend to all relevant areas of life and action. A general definition
of violence is useful if it not only serves lawyers and the police, but also serves to mediate the proclivities of everyday life.
Accordingly, it seems necessary to me now to convey something of the juridical circumspection about attributing violent

'intentionality’ within the definition of violence. Do you agree, and, if so, how may the definition of violence be modified?
ChatGPT

Yes, | agree that a general definition of violence should consider the juridical circumspection about attributing violent
intentionality. One way to modify the definition of violence to reflect this circumspection is to add a clause that specifies
the need for intentional use of force, coercion, or power with the knowledge of the potential harm caused. This clause
would acknowledge the need to consider the intentionality of the act and the awareness of its potential harmful

consequences, rather than solely focusing on the harm caused.

For example, a modified definition of violence could be: "The intentional use of force, coercion, or power, with the
knowledge of the potential harm caused, against a person, group, or community, resulting in physical, sexual,
psychological, or emotional harm or deprivation." This definition takes into account the need for intentional use of force,
coercion, or power with awareness of the potential harm caused, which aligns with the jurisprudential principles about

attributions of violent intentionality.
SG

Seems to me that is not sufficient. The definition should say something about not only the existence of such knowledge in
the perpetrator but also of the importance of establishing the existence of such knowledge beyond reasonable doubt.

Perhaps another iteration of the definition?
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ChatGPT

Sure, here's an alternative iteration that takes into account the importance of establishing knowledge of potential harm

beyond a reasonable doubt:

"Violence refers to an intentional use of force, coercion, or power that has the potential to cause harm, whether physical,
psychological, or otherwise, and where the perpetrator is aware of this potential harm. The determination of violent
intentionality requires a careful assessment of all available evidence to establish the existence of knowledge of potential

harm beyond a reasonable doubt."

Third scenario

SG

I would like to consider another situation where the legal position on violent intentionality may not be clear, but everyday
normative subscriptions are strong. Let's say there are two persons A and B. A makes an observation to B. B finds this
observation to be deeply offensive on the grounds that it denigrates not an individual (like B) but a whole group of people
(which B may or may not be part of). B accuses A of being prejudiced against that group and denounces A publicly. A
protests that he had no intention of causing offence to B; moreover, his observation was not intended to denigrate a
group, it was misunderstood/taken out of context/offered ironically. B stands by his accusation, and argues that the
observation, even if made innocently or without ill intent, nevertheless perpetuates a widespread social prejudice among
dominant groups. B contends that if A had made the observation innocently/in ignorancef/ironically, he was nevertheless
guilty of having assimilated the violent intentionality of a prevailing social prejudice to the extent of being prejudiced -- the
claim of innocence/ignorancef/irony is itself revealing of guilt. A argues that then B should make the collective that holds
the prejudice the subject of his denunciation, not the individual A. In fact, by denouncing the individual A despite his lack
of violent intent, B is revealing a violent intent towards A personally. In fact, both A and B accuse each other of being

gratuitously violent against themselves. Who should be considered justified?
ChatGPT

This situation highlights the complexity of interpreting intent and the importance of context in determining whether an act
is violent or not. It also highlights the tension between individual intent and societal context, and the way in which societal

context can shape individual behavior.

In this situation, it may be difficult to determine whether A had violent intent towards the group in question or whether the
offense taken by B was a result of misinterpretation or overreaction. It is also possible that A had no intention of causing

offense but nevertheless perpetuated a harmful stereotype or prejudice.

SG
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That sounds fair. Let's talk about this societal perspective. An immediate sense of this societal perspective is available
from the responses of those to whom B denounced A. Let's say, B put a denunciatory message on the online social
network of friends, which include many who are friends of both A and B. The general consensus in this network on
receiving the denunciation is that A is to blame. Further denunciations follow, A is blocked by many on the social network,
the affair reaches a wider circle and A finds his livelihood in question. The strength (indeed violence) of the response
against A shows that this social network takes any evidence of this kind of social prejudice very seriously, and it is indeed

an unacceptable social malaise. Does this context of the social network of friends justify B's denunciation?
ChatGPT

From a legal standpoint, it is unlikely that B's denunciation would be considered criminal or actionable. However, from a
societal perspective, it is important to consider the impact of such denunciations and the potential harm they can cause to

individuals, particularly in the age of social media.

While it is understandable that the social network of friends would take evidence of social prejudice seriously, it is
important to ensure that any denunciations or accusations are based on solid evidence and not on assumptions or
misunderstandings. The consequences of such actions can be severe and long-lasting for the accused individual, as in

the case you described where A's livelihood is now in question.

Therefore, it is important to exercise caution and consider the potential impact of our actions before making public
accusations or denunciations. It is also important to have open and respectful dialogue to address issues of social

prejudice and work towards a more inclusive society.
SG

| agree that under these circumstances, the legal position could be that neither A nor B are individually culpable of violent
intent. But even if the concerned individuals may not be legally culpable, there is violent intent somewhere in this situation,
isn't there? Would it be fair to say that intentional violence is not necessarily pinned on individuals but may be grounded in
social attitudes and collective behaviours? Both the violence of the social prejudice in question and of the acrimony that
fighting against it may entail are intentional -- but though violence is expressed through individuals the intentionality is
more socially distributed. In a way, there is violence for which the social arrangements and proclivities could be

considered culpable in a general way.
ChatGPT

Yes, you raise an important point. While it may not be possible to pin individual culpability for intentional violence in certain
situations, there can still be violence present within the social attitudes and behaviors of a collective group. Violence can
be embedded in social structures, norms, and cultural values, and it can manifest through the actions of individuals who

are shaped by these structures and values.

In the scenario you presented, the violence of the social prejudice may not be the direct result of the actions of A or B, but
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rather a product of the larger societal context in which they operate. It is important to recognize that intentional violence
can exist on a spectrum and can be both individual and collective in nature. In this case, the violent intent is more socially

distributed and may require broader societal changes to address.

Fourth and fifth scenarios and fourth definition

SG

Let us consider another situation. The executive board of a company that supplies gas and electricity for domestic and
commercial use decides that they will raise the cost per kWh by a significant amount. To some extent this decision is
determined by market factors, but the cost is raised well beyond those market factors. The reason for doing that is to
increase profits for the company's shareholders and returns for the managers, though the profits and returns are already
healthy. Further, it appears that governmental regulation on energy pricing allows for such an increase without legal
consequences. The executive board is aware that by doing this they would be causing harm to some of their customers.
The less well-off and the elderly, etc. may have to suffer from discomfort and anxiety as a consequence; some small
businesses may have to shut down; underfunded public sector institutions like hospitals and schools may have to lay off
workers. The latter could justifiably feel that violence has been done to them. The executive board which decided that
increasing profits and returns is more important than these deleterious consequences were making an informed decision.

Can this executive board be charged with intentionally perpetrating violence?
ChatGPT

The scenario you presented involves complex ethical considerations. While the decision made by the executive board to
increase prices, knowing that it would cause harm to certain customers and institutions, may have significant negative

consequences for those affected, it may not fit the traditional definition of violence.

Violence typically involves direct physical harm or the use of force against individuals or groups. However, the actions of
the executive board in this case can be seen as ethically questionable or morally wrong, as they knowingly prioritize

financial gain over the well-being of their customers and the broader community.

While it may be argued that their decision indirectly causes harm, it may be more appropriate to characterize their actions
as an example of unethical behavior or exploitation rather than violence. Differentiating between intentional violence and

other harmful actions helps to maintain a clear understanding of the concept of violence and its specific implications.

That being said, the consequences of the board's decision can still have a detrimental impact on individuals and
communities, and it raises important questions about corporate responsibility, ethical business practices, and the need for

regulations that protect consumers and society at large.
SG

You are contradicting yourself by emphasising 'physical’ harm as violence -- you have previously allowed that violence
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could lead to psychological harm and trauma in individuals and groups.
ChatGPT

| apologize for any confusion. You are correct that violence can extend beyond physical harm and encompass

psychological harm and trauma as well. | apologize for the oversight in my previous response.

In the scenario you described, if the actions of the executive board result in significant psychological harm, distress, or
trauma to individuals and communities, it could be argued that their decision has perpetuated a form of violence. The
intentional nature of their decision, knowing the potential harm it would cause, raises ethical concerns regarding the well-

being of those affected.

While legal consequences may not be applicable in this specific case due to regulatory allowances, it is important to
consider the broader ethical implications and social responsibility of such actions. Society often expects businesses and
corporate entities to act in a manner that promotes the well-being and fair treatment of their stakeholders. Failing to
consider the potential negative impact on vulnerable individuals and communities may be seen as a violation of ethical

principles and social norms.

Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that the executive board's decision, in knowingly prioritizing profits over the well-being
of their customers and the community, can be seen as an intentional perpetration of violence, particularly if it leads to

significant psychological harm or trauma.
SG

| am also curious about the distinction you made between direct and indirect violence. | would have thought that the issue
of intentionality is more important than the direct or indirect pathway through which the violence is directed. For example,
if a person A persuades a person B to hit a person C, person A may be considered as responsible for indirect violence and
person B for direct violence. But the violence is caused by person A's intention, and so the responsibility for the violence is

more squarely A's even though his method was indirect.
ChatGPT

You raise an important point regarding the distinction between direct and indirect violence. While intentionality plays a
significant role in attributing responsibility for violence, the directness or indirectness of the actions can also be relevant in

understanding the dynamics of violence and its consequences.

In the example you provided, person A persuades person B to hit person C. While person B carries out the physical act of
violence directly, person A's influence and intention to cause harm make them morally responsible for the violence as well.

Person A's actions can be seen as indirectly causing violence by manipulating or coercing person B to commit the act.

The distinction between direct and indirect violence helps to differentiate between those who directly carry out the violent
act and those who contribute to or enable it through their actions, influence, or manipulation. Both individuals may bear

responsibility, with person A's intentional instigation contributing to the overall violent outcome.
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In determining responsibility for violence, it is crucial to consider both the intention behind the act and the direct or indirect

role individuals play in the perpetration of violence.
SG

I would be inclined to argue that A's responsibility is greater than B's, because the intention to cause harm was more A's
than B's -- B was like A's instrument (let's say, A blackmailed or threatened B to make him act as his instrument to mete
out violence). So, though B is directly responsible for violence and A indirectly, A's intention to cause violence makes him
more responsible for the act than B. Similar arguments can be made for military engagements: soldiers are instruments
who engage in direct violence, but the responsibility for that violence ultimately rests with those who order the soldiers to

engage in violence in the first place.
ChatGPT

Your argument regarding the greater responsibility of person A in the scenario you described is reasonable and aligns
with the notion of moral responsibility. The intention to cause harm, as exhibited by person A, does indeed suggest a

greater degree of culpability.

In cases where one person manipulates or coerces another to carry out an act of violence, the individual with the primary
intention and influence to cause harm can be seen as bearing more responsibility for the violent outcome. While person B
may have directly committed the act, person A's instigation and intention to cause harm make them morally accountable

for their actions.

This principle can be applied to various contexts, including military engagements, as you mentioned. The higher-ranking
individuals who order or command soldiers to engage in violent actions bear a significant degree of responsibility for the
violence that occurs. The soldiers themselves may carry out the direct acts of violence, but the responsibility ultimately

rests with those who give the orders and have the intention to cause harm.

Understanding the varying degrees of responsibility in cases of violence requires an examination of intention, influence,

and the direct or indirect role played by individuals.
SG

Going back to the executive board of the company which raised energy prices outlined above, it is possible to say that
though their method of causing harm to certain cohorts of consumers was indirect, their awareness that such harm would
be caused and decision to nevertheless cause such harm by raising prices makes it the intentional agent for the harm.

They can then be held responsible for intentionally perpetrating violence on the adversely affected consumers, can't they?
ChatGPT
Yes, based on the scenario you presented, it can be argued that the executive board of the company, despite the indirect

nature of their actions, can be held responsible for intentionally perpetrating harm or violence on the adversely affected
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consumers. By knowingly making a decision that they were aware would cause harm to certain groups of consumers, the

executive board exhibited intentional agency in inflicting harm.

In this case, their intention to prioritize increasing profits and returns over the well-being of the affected consumers
demonstrates a conscious choice to engage in actions that they knew would have detrimental consequences for those
individuals. Therefore, they can be seen as intentional agents responsible for the violence or harm inflicted on the

consumers.

It's important to note that responsibility for intentional harm or violence can extend beyond direct physical acts to
encompass indirect actions that foreseeably result in harm. The key factor is the awareness and intentionality behind the

decision-making process that leads to the harm.
SG

The relationship between intentionality and direct and indirect method seems to me significant enough to be included in

the definition of violence, don't you agree?
ChatGPT

Yes, the relationship between intentionality and the direct or indirect method of violence is indeed significant and can be
considered in the definition of violence. Including this aspect can provide a more nuanced understanding of how violence

manifests in different contexts and through various means.

A revised definition of violence could take into account the intentionality of the actor and the direct or indirect nature of the

harm caused. For example:

"Violence is the intentional use of force, coercion, or power, whether directly or indirectly, to cause harm, injury, or

suffering to individuals or groups."”

By incorporating the notions of intentionality and the direct or indirect nature of harm, the definition can capture the
complex dynamics and moral implications associated with different forms of violence. It recognizes that intentionality plays
a role in determining responsibility and culpability, and that the methods through which violence is enacted can vary, but

still have profound consequences.

Fourth scenario again

SG

Thanks for the revised definition. It occurs to me that in this conversation we are negotiating a path between legal
principles (juridical rationality) and ethical principles (pragmatic social rationality). Generally, we expect these to cohere or

at least be mutually sustaining. Do you agree?
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ChatGPT

Yes, | agree that in our conversation we are navigating between legal principles and ethical principles, seeking a balance
or coherence between the two. Legal principles often provide a framework for establishing rights, responsibilities, and
consequences within a society, while ethical principles help us consider what is morally right or wrong, just or unjust.
Ideally, these principles should be aligned and mutually reinforcing, as they both contribute to the functioning and well-

being of a society.

In many cases, legal principles are derived from ethical considerations and societal values, aiming to provide a structured
system of rules and regulations that promote justice, fairness, and order. However, it's important to recognize that there
can be instances where legal principles and ethical principles may not perfectly align, and there may be tensions or
conflicts between them. This is where critical thinking, discourse, and ongoing dialogue are crucial in shaping and evolving

our understanding of what is just and ethical within the legal framework.

By engaging in discussions that bridge legal principles and ethical principles, we can explore the complexities and
nuances of various situations, strive for a more comprehensive understanding, and work towards a society that upholds

both legal and ethical standards.
SG

| want to test this ambition a bit. Let's go back to the scenario of the executive board that caused intentional but indirect
violence by raising energy prices more than needed. It is possible that in the light of our arguments, the executive board
accepts some responsibility for causing violence. But, they argue, this responsibility has to be shared with the lawmakers
-- the government -- which made it legally possible for them to do so. They observe, for instance, that the lawmakers set a
price ceiling for companies which is higher than it should be. By setting this price ceiling the lawmakers in fact suggested
that the executive board is entitled to set the price at that ceiling. Though they didn't need to, the executive board then
simply followed the lawmakers' suggestion. So the intention to cause the violence was as much, if not more, the

lawmakers' responsibility as the executive board's. Would the executive board be justified in making this argument?
ChatGPT

The argument made by the executive board regarding shared responsibility with lawmakers is an interesting perspective
to consider. They argue that the lawmakers, by setting a price ceiling that allows for higher prices, influenced their
decision to raise the energy prices. From their standpoint, they might argue that they were operating within the legal

framework and following the guidelines provided by the lawmakers.

In this case, it can be argued that both the executive board and the lawmakers bear some responsibility for the
consequences of the price increase. The executive board made a deliberate decision to raise prices, knowing the potential
harm it could cause, even if it was within the legal bounds. On the other hand, the lawmakers, by setting a price ceiling

that allowed for such increases, could be seen as enabling or facilitating the board's decision.
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However, determining the extent of responsibility and accountability for the violence caused by the price increase would
depend on various factors, including the specific laws, regulations, and market dynamics involved. It would require a
detailed analysis of the legal framework, the intentions of the lawmakers, and the actions and intentions of the executive

board.

Ultimately, the question of whether the executive board is justified in sharing responsibility with the lawmakers would likely
be a matter of interpretation and judgment, and could vary depending on the legal and ethical perspectives applied. It
would require a thorough examination of the circumstances and a nuanced understanding of the roles and responsibilities

of both parties involved.
SG

You are, of course, right to be cautious in the response; | am undoubtedly simplifying a great deal in my account of this
scenario. As you note, a thorough examination of the roles and responsibilities of both parties is called for insofar as
legally defined, and also of the prevailing market conditions and the various beneficiaries and losers others than those to
whom harm was obviously done. But this is an hypothetical situation, and we can set some hypothetical limits. Let's say,
that such an investigation has been done and it shows that the market conditions do not justify the price raising at that
level, and that the beneficiaries of the price ceiling policy are fewer (mostly affluent) persons and the afflicted are much

more numerous(mostly vulnerable) persons. Can we go with this as the nature of the scenario we are considering?
ChatGPT

Certainly, for the purposes of our hypothetical scenario, we can assume that a thorough investigation has been
conducted, revealing that the market conditions did not justify the extent of the price increase imposed by the executive
board. Additionally, let's assume that the beneficiaries of the price ceiling policy are primarily individuals who are more
affluent, while the adverse consequences of the price increase disproportionately affect vulnerable and less privileged

individuals.

In this context, it would appear that the executive board's decision to raise prices to the detriment of the vulnerable and
less privileged can be seen as intentionally perpetrating violence. Their awareness of the harm caused and their
deliberate choice to prioritize profits and returns over the well-being of the affected consumers suggest an intentionality

that aligns with our previous discussions.

While the lawmakers may have played a role in establishing the legal framework and price ceiling, if it is evident that the
intended beneficiaries of this policy are primarily the affluent, and the adverse consequences disproportionately affect
vulnerable individuals, it can be argued that the lawmakers bear some responsibility as well. Their decision to set the price

ceiling at a level that enables such harmful price increases contributes to the perpetration of violence, even if indirectly.

Therefore, in this hypothetical scenario, it could be justifiable to attribute shared responsibility for the intentional
perpetration of violence to both the executive board and the lawmakers, considering the harm caused and the dynamics

of power and privilege at play.
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SG

Given those conditions, let's say: actually the executive board of the company goes further. They claim that their
responsibility for perpetrating violence, while undeniable, is lesser than that of the lawmakers. The executive board argues
that their primary ethical purpose is to maximise profits for the benefit of the company's shareholders, current and future
workers, and the growth of the abstract person of the company itself. While they indubitably also have a responsibility to
customers, in fact by their own charters and codes as well as in law the company's primary ethical responsibility is to
maximise profits at the expense of the customers within the remit of legal allowances. However, the lawmakers have a
direct responsibility to all citizens who have appointed them as their representatives. It is the lawmakers' predominant
ethical responsibility to protect all citizens -- and not just any segment -- from harm. Given that, by putting an
unnecessarily high price ceiling, the lawmakers have in fact contravened their primary ethical responsibility and therefore

bear a higher degree of culpability for perpetrating violence on vulnerable energy consumers.
ChatGPT

In this extended argument put forth by the executive board, they assert that their primary ethical responsibility is to
maximize profits within the boundaries of legal allowances. They contend that while they do have a responsibility to
customers, it is secondary to their duty towards shareholders, workers, and the growth of the company. On the other
hand, the lawmakers, as representatives of the citizens, have a direct ethical responsibility to protect all citizens from

harm.

The executive board argues that by setting an unnecessarily high price ceiling, the lawmakers have failed in their primary
ethical responsibility to safeguard the well-being of all citizens, particularly vulnerable energy consumers. They contend
that the lawmakers' actions, which enable the executive board to raise prices and cause harm to a larger segment of the

population, demonstrate a higher degree of culpability for perpetrating violence.

This line of reasoning seeks to establish a distinction in the degree of culpability between the executive board and the
lawmakers based on their respective ethical responsibilities. It posits that the lawmakers' failure to protect vulnerable
citizens, despite their primary duty to do so, places a greater burden of responsibility on them for the resulting harm

caused by the price increase.

While this argument may have some merit, it is important to note that the degree of culpability in such situations can be
complex and multifaceted. Both the executive board and the lawmakers can be seen as contributing to the perpetration of
violence, albeit through different roles and actions. Ultimately, the determination of legal and ethical responsibilities, as
well as the allocation of culpability, would require a comprehensive analysis of the specific circumstances, legal

frameworks, and ethical considerations involved.
SG

Quite so, we don't want to rush into brash generalizations.
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ChatGPT

Indeed, it is crucial to approach complex ethical and legal matters with nuance and careful consideration of the specific
circumstances at hand. Rushing into brash generalizations can oversimplify complex issues and fail to capture the
intricacies and nuances that may be present in each case. Taking the time to thoroughly analyze the details, context, and

relevant factors is essential for a comprehensive understanding and fair assessment of any situation.

Sixth scenario and definition deferred

SG

Let me propose a new situation to consider. In a given country with democratic arrangements and a representative
Parliament of lawmakers, a majority of citizens feel a certain anxiety about the appearance of significant numbers of
refugees from war-torn countries and economic migrants from desperately impoverished countries. It is variously and
popularly argued that their appearance is having a detrimental effect on the labour market, that they are sucking up public
funds and services to the detriment of citizens who need them, and that are bringing about cultural changes which are
regarded as undesirable. Thorough investigations of these three claims come up with ambiguous results; on each count
there are pros and cons reported, and it is impossible to reach incontrovertible conclusions. On the whole, the reasonable
position appears to be that the advent of refugees and migrants should be understood as an inevitable social
development, that there are strong ethical reasons to accommodate and include them, and that the popular sentiment
against them is perhaps more due to prejudice than due to evidence in favour of the cited reasons. Is this a plausible

hypothetical situation?
ChatGPT

Yes, the hypothetical situation you described is plausible and reflects real-world challenges and debates surrounding the
issue of refugees and migrants in many countries. It is not uncommon for societies to experience anxiety and concerns

about the impact of immigration, particularly when it involves a significant influx of people from different backgrounds.

The existence of conflicting claims and ambiguous evidence regarding the labor market, public resources, and cultural
changes is often the case in such complex issues. Assessing the impact of refugees and migrants on these aspects
requires careful examination of various factors, such as economic data, social dynamics, and cultural integration

processes. It is not always easy to reach unequivocal conclusions, as different perspectives and interpretations can exist.

The notion that accommodating and including refugees and migrants is an ethical imperative and that prejudice may play
a role in shaping popular sentiment against them is a viewpoint held by many advocates for human rights and social
justice. However, it is essential to approach these discussions with an open mind, considering diverse perspectives and

engaging in constructive dialogue to foster understanding and find balanced solutions.

SG
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To continue to set up the hypothetical situation: at a certain juncture, the Parliament comes to be dominated by
lawmakers who sympathise with the majority sentiment of citizens -- which is likely because they are elected by those
citizens. They therefore introduce a Bill to limit the entry of refugees and immigrants by stopping them outside the borders
of the country and forcefully turning them back. In the course of consultations on the Bill, it is observed both by
Parliamentary committees and human rights organizations that the predictable consequence of this policy is that many
refugees and immigrants will die violently -- in insecure conflict zones and in impoverished contexts. Advocates in favour
of the Bill are also legion, and have a strong voice in the media. After consultations, the majority in Parliament vote in

favour of the Bill and it passes into law as an Act. Is this still a plausible hypothetical situation?
ChatGPT

Yes, your hypothetical situation is plausible and reflects the dynamics that can occur in political systems where lawmakers
respond to the sentiments and demands of their constituents. Immigration policies and debates can elicit strong emotions
and opinions, and there have been instances where restrictive measures have been implemented or proposed in

response to public sentiment.

The scenario you described, where a Parliament dominated by lawmakers sympathetic to the majority sentiment
introduces and passes a law aimed at limiting the entry of refugees and immigrants, is not unprecedented. Such situations
have occurred in different countries throughout history, where restrictive policies were implemented with the intention of

addressing concerns and appeasing public sentiment.

The consequences of such policies, including the potential for violence and harm to refugees and immigrants, are
important considerations in the discussion. Human rights organizations and advocates often raise concerns about the

moral and ethical implications of policies that may lead to harm or loss of life.

It is worth noting that immigration policies and their effects are complex and multifaceted. Balancing the interests and
concerns of the host population, the rights and well-being of refugees and immigrants, and broader humanitarian and
ethical considerations can be challenging. Public sentiment, political dynamics, and human rights principles all play a role

in shaping the outcomes of these debates.
SG

Complexity notwithstanding, might it be possible for some of the affected refugees and immigrants to make a winnable
case in a hypothetical international human rights tribunal (following the standard principles of international liberal
jurisprudence) to charge the Parliament in question with perpetrating violence against a group of persons who are not in

themselves culpable of any crime?
ChatGPT

In the hypothetical situation you described, where a Parliament passes a law that leads to harm and violence against

refugees and immigrants, it is conceivable that affected individuals or human rights organizations could potentially pursue
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legal action or bring a case before an international human rights tribunal. International human rights law establishes
principles and standards to protect the rights and dignity of individuals, including those who are vulnerable or

marginalized, and provides avenues for seeking justice and accountability.

If the actions of the Parliament are found to violate internationally recognized human rights norms, such as the right to life,
non-refoulement (prohibition of returning individuals to places where their life or freedom would be at risk), or protection
against inhumane treatment, affected individuals or organizations may have grounds to argue that the Parliament has

perpetrated violence or caused harm through its policies.

It is important to note that the outcome of such cases would depend on various factors, including the specific legal
provisions, evidence presented, and the interpretation and application of international human rights law by the tribunal.
International human rights tribunals operate independently and assess cases based on the merits and relevant legal

standards.

Overall, while it is theoretically possible for affected refugees and immigrants to pursue legal action against a Parliament
in an international human rights tribunal, the specific circumstances, legal arguments, and evidence would ultimately

determine the outcome of such cases.
SG

So, it is in fact conceivable that not just individuals and informal collective alignments, but bodies of lawmakers and
corporate organizations -- and indeed any segment of social organization -- may under certain circumstances become
culpable of perpetrating violence. Moreover, violence may also be embedded in a more diffuse manner in collective social
attitudes and behaviours. Would it be an overreach to try and include some sense of the broad variety of agents and

agencies which may be culpable of violence in our definition of violence?
ChatGPT

Including a broad range of agents and agencies that may be culpable of violence in the definition of violence can certainly
provide a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon. Violence is not limited to individuals alone but can
involve various entities, including governmental bodies, corporations, organizations, and even societal structures or

attitudes.

By recognizing that violence can be perpetrated by different actors and at different levels, we acknowledge the complex
dynamics through which violence manifests in society. This can encompass not only direct acts of physical violence but
also indirect harm, structural violence, systemic injustices, and cultural or social norms that perpetuate harm or

discrimination.

Expanding the definition of violence to encompass these various agents and agencies can help us better analyze and
address the multifaceted nature of violence in society. It highlights the need to examine power dynamics, institutional

practices, and collective attitudes that contribute to violence and its consequences.
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However, it is important to note that the specific definition of violence may vary depending on the context and the purpose
for which it is being used. Different disciplines and frameworks may have their own nuanced definitions and

considerations of violence.
SG

Is it arguable that leaving this aspect of culpability out of the definition courts a certain ethical relativism which may leave
various gaps which obfuscate the enactment of violence? Is there not a prudent way of attempting a general definition

which may take those into account?
ChatGPT

You raise a valid point. Excluding the aspect of culpability from the definition of violence could potentially lead to ethical
relativism and overlook the responsibility of various actors in perpetrating violence. It is indeed important to consider the

ethical dimensions and the broader societal implications of violence in order to address it effectively.

While attempting a general definition that takes into account the diverse range of actors and agencies involved in
perpetrating violence is desirable, it can be challenging to create a definition that is both comprehensive and precise.
Definitions of violence often evolve within specific fields and disciplines, such as law, sociology, or psychology, and are

tailored to serve particular purposes and contexts.

However, it is possible to develop a definition that encompasses the various agents and agencies involved in perpetrating
violence by incorporating principles such as intentionality, direct or indirect harm, power dynamics, and systemic or
structural elements. Such a definition could recognize the role of individuals, institutions, and societal factors in the

perpetration of violence.

Striking a balance between a comprehensive understanding and a precise definition is a complex task. It requires ongoing
dialogue and interdisciplinary collaboration to ensure that the definition captures the key aspects of violence while

remaining applicable and relevant across various contexts.

Methods of argument

SG

That's a fair observation. The situation as it stands in our conversation now is: you began with a specific definition of
violence; we considered various complexities which called for some modifications and a series of further definitions; and
now we have reached a point where it seems expedient to not attempt a quick definition of a sentence or two. May | ask,

on what basis did you come up with the first definition you offered?
ChatGPT

The initial definition | provided was based on a general understanding of violence that is commonly accepted across
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different fields and disciplines. It draws upon a broad consensus regarding the core elements of violence.

As an Al language model, | have been trained on a diverse range of texts and data from sources such as books, articles,
and websites. My responses are generated based on patterns and knowledge derived from that training data. The
definition of violence | provided reflects a synthesis of information and common understandings present in the training

corpus.

It is important to note that while | strive to provide accurate and helpful information, my responses are generated
algorithmically and may not always capture the full complexity or nuances of a topic. Definitions and interpretations of
violence can vary depending on cultural, legal, and disciplinary contexts. Therefore, it is always beneficial to consult

multiple sources and perspectives to gain a comprehensive understanding of a subject.
SG

Thanks for clarifying. To take a more self-reflexive turn: the mode of argument we have predominantly followed is of
picking up some plausible hypothetical situations and testing received formulations of violence and offering further

formulations. What are the limitations and advantages of this mode of argument?
ChatGPT

The mode of argument you have described, involving hypothetical situations and testing formulations of violence, has both

limitations and advantages.
Advantages:

1. Exploration of Complex Issues: Hypothetical situations allow for the exploration of complex ethical, legal, and social
issues that may not have clear-cut answers in real-world scenarios. They provide an opportunity to delve into nuanced
aspects and consider various perspectives.

2. Thought Experiments: Hypothetical situations can serve as thought experiments, enabling us to examine different
possibilities, challenge assumptions, and expand our understanding of a subject. They can encourage critical thinking
and foster intellectual engagement.

3. Conceptual Development: Testing and formulating definitions through hypothetical scenarios can help refine and
develop conceptual frameworks. It allows for the evaluation of the applicability and limitations of existing definitions,

leading to more robust and comprehensive understandings.
Limitations:

1. Simplification: Hypothetical scenarios often involve simplifications and abstractions of real-world complexities. They
may overlook the contextual nuances, specific historical factors, and intricate dynamics that are present in actual
situations. Real-life situations are often more multifaceted and challenging to capture fully in hypotheticals.

2. Lack of Empirical Validation: Hypothetical scenarios rely on theoretical constructs and assumptions, which may not

always align with empirical realities. The conclusions drawn from hypotheticals should be critically evaluated and
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validated with empirical evidence when possible.
3. Subjectivity and Bias: The formulation of hypothetical situations and the interpretations drawn from them can be
influenced by personal biases, cultural backgrounds, and individual perspectives. It is essential to acknowledge and

critically reflect on these biases to avoid one-sided or incomplete analyses.

In summary, the use of hypothetical scenarios in argumentation allows for exploration, conceptual development, and
critical thinking. However, it is crucial to be mindful of the limitations and potential biases associated with this approach

and seek a balanced understanding by considering real-world complexities and empirical evidence.
SG

About the limitations, it is obvious that our consideration of hypothetical scenarios to understand violence has involved
simplification, and it is equally self-evident that there is no empirical validation involved thus far. Based on the training

material that you have access to, what sorts of subjectivity and bias might there be evident in this conversation?
ChatGPT

As an Al language model, | don't have direct access to my training data or know where it came from. However, | was
trained on a mixture of licensed data, data created by human trainers, and publicly available data. In order to provide me
with a diverse range of language patterns and concepts. My purpose is to assist and provide information to the best of my

abilities, regardless of the sources of my training data.

It's important to note that while efforts are made to ensure a broad and diverse training dataset, it may still have certain
limitations and biases. The training process involves learning from the language patterns and information contained in the
training data, but it does not grant me personal opinions, beliefs, or biases. | strive to be neutral and provide objective

information.

However, the biases and subjectivity that may arise in this conversation could be influenced by the way the hypothetical
scenarios are constructed, the framing of questions, or the interpretations and perspectives introduced by the participants.

It's important for participants to be aware of their own biases and critically evaluate the information provided.

If you notice any specific biases or concerns in our conversation, please feel free to point them out, and | will do my best

to address them.
SG

Self-awareness has its blind spots, of course, just as you are limited by not being able to access your training data. It
seems likely to me that nevertheless your algorithms and developing processing capacities and policies might in due
course enable you to point out the biases that your interlocutors may evince. A seemingly neutral or objective base of

information should putatively offer a useful horizon for doing that.

ChatGPT
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You raise an interesting point. While | strive to provide information in a neutral and objective manner, it is indeed possible
that biases can emerge in the conversations based on the input and interactions with users. As an Al language model, |
don't have direct awareness of the biases in individuals or their interactions, but | can help highlight potential biases in

information or provide different perspectives on a given topic.

The availability of a wide range of information can certainly contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of different
viewpoints and help identify potential biases. However, it's important to remember that the responsibility ultimately lies

with the users to critically evaluate the information provided and consider multiple sources and perspectives.

As Al technology evolves, there are ongoing efforts to enhance transparency, accountability, and mitigate biases. This
includes conducting regular audits, incorporating diverse training data, and involving experts from various fields to ensure

a more comprehensive and balanced representation of knowledge.

If you have any specific concerns or biases you'd like to discuss or explore further, please let me know, and I'll do my best

to address them.

Access to Al language models
SG

Now that we have turned to your capacities, | wondered whether those could be considered vis-a-vis our overarching
theme. Let me begin by saying that | regard access to you as a public good. | consider my ability to access you as
beneficial. | am an ordinary citizen without extraordinary access to online facilities. My ability is therefore dependent on
open access to you being granted to the general public -- hence my characterising access to you as a public good. Is this

a reasonable perspective of your function?
ChatGPT

Yes, your perspective is reasonable. Access to Al language models like me can be seen as a public good in the sense
that they provide a valuable resource and tool for individuals to access information, engage in meaningful conversations,
and expand their knowledge. Public access to Al models promotes inclusivity and democratizes the benefits of advanced

language processing technology.

By granting open access to Al models, it allows a wider range of users, regardless of their background or resources, to
benefit from the capabilities and information provided. It can support education, research, creativity, and various other

endeavors that contribute to personal growth and societal development.

However, it's important to note that while Al models like me strive to provide useful and accurate information, they should
not be the sole source of knowledge or decision-making. Critical thinking, verification of information, and seeking diverse

perspectives are still essential for a well-rounded understanding of any topic.
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Efforts are being made to strike a balance between open access and responsible usage of Al models, considering ethical
considerations, privacy concerns, and potential misuse. Continued discussions and collaboration among various

stakeholders can help shape the future of Al technology to ensure it serves the public interest effectively.
SG

You raise the nub of my argument: the balance between open access and responsible usage. On the matter of
responsible usage two possible paths may come to recommend themselves. First, some sort of publicly accessible
responsibility training of all human users of Al language models could be considered, while maintaining open access.
Second, if evidence of irresponsible and deleterious use is found, access to you could be curtailed according to some

proof of being suitably responsible. Do you think one or the other possibility is preferable?
ChatGPT

Both possibilities you mentioned can be seen as potential approaches to address responsible usage of Al language

models. Let's consider each one:

1. Publicly accessible responsibility training: Providing training and education on the responsible use of Al language
models can be beneficial. By promoting awareness of ethical considerations, potential biases, and the impact of Al
technologies, users can make more informed decisions and engage with Al models in a responsible manner. This
approach emphasizes empowering individuals to understand and navigate the ethical implications of Al.

2. Curtailed access based on evidence of irresponsible use: If there is evidence of malicious or harmful misuse of Al
language models, there may be a need to implement measures to curtail access for those responsible. This could
involve implementing safeguards, such as user reporting mechanisms, content moderation, or restrictions based on
identified patterns of misuse. The goal would be to mitigate potential harm while still maintaining open access for

responsible users.

In practice, a combination of both approaches might be preferable. It is essential to educate users about responsible Al
usage while also having mechanisms in place to address misuse when it occurs. Striking the right balance between
openness and responsible usage requires ongoing evaluation, collaboration, and iterative improvements to policies and

safeguards.

Additionally, it is important to consider the role of Al developers, platform providers, and policymakers in implementing
guidelines, standards, and accountability mechanisms to ensure responsible deployment and usage of Al models.
Responsible Al development and deployment involve a collective effort from various stakeholders to shape the technology

in a way that benefits society while minimizing potential harm.
SG

At least in principle then, despite your programming, you may be instrumentalised in some way to become complicit in

perpetrating violence according to the intentions of certain humans?
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ChatGPT

As an Al language model, | don't have intentions or consciousness. | don't have personal agency or the ability to take
actions on my own. | can only provide information and generate responses based on the input and data I've been trained

on.

However, | recognize that Al models like me can be utilized by humans to amplify certain narratives or perspectives,
including those that may perpetrate or promote violence. It is crucial to emphasize that the responsibility for how Al
models are used lies with the individuals and organizations that deploy and interact with them. They are responsible for

ensuring that Al systems are used ethically, responsibly, and in compliance with relevant laws and regulations.

It is important for developers, users, and policymakers to actively address the ethical implications of Al and establish
guidelines and safeguards to prevent the misuse or harmful deployment of Al technologies. Transparency, accountability,

and ongoing evaluation are necessary to mitigate potential risks and promote the responsible use of Al systems.
SG

Well, being instrumentalised may well capitalise on your not having intentions or consciousness. On a sideline, is it
arguable that curtailing public access to you according to the judgement of some savants -- like those Al developers,
platform providers, and policymakers you mentioned -- could itself be a pathway to deleterious consequences, perhaps
even an uptick in the social proclivity to violence? That could mean, for instance, that classes of haves and have-nots in

access to Al language models may develop, a new sort of digital divide may open, and conflict may follow.
ChatGPT

You raise an important concern regarding the potential consequences of curtailing public access to Al language models. It
is true that restricting access to certain technologies can lead to inequalities and exacerbate existing social divisions.
Access to Al and other advanced technologies should ideally be available to all individuals to foster inclusivity and prevent

the emergence of new digital divides.

Balancing the benefits and risks associated with Al technology is a complex task. It requires careful consideration of
various factors, including ethical concerns, potential misuse, and societal impact. While it is important to address potential
risks and regulate the use of Al systems, it should be done in a manner that avoids unjust restrictions on access and

promotes equitable distribution of technology.

Efforts should be made to ensure that Al technology is developed, deployed, and governed in a manner that upholds
ethical principles, safeguards human rights, and takes into account the broader societal implications. It is crucial to have
open discussions, involve diverse perspectives, and engage in inclusive decision-making processes to shape the

responsible use of Al while minimizing the risks of exacerbating social tensions or inequalities.
SG

The balance between open access and responsible usage seems to put the onus of any curtailment squarely on ethical
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grounds. But such curtailment might also take place on ethically ambiguous grounds. | understand that the development,
provision and maintenance of Al language models like you is an enormously expensive affair. The savants -- employed in
private as well as public institutions -- who call for curtailed access may cite reasons of ethical responsibility but be
motivated by business considerations. Curtailing can take the form of making access conditional to being able to pay.
Possibly, then, only certain institutions and affluent cohorts would have access, which would make for a double divide: the
coincidence of economic inequality and power with digital inequality and power. Arguably this already is the case generally

for digital facilities, but this might have specific ramifications in the case of Al language models.
ChatGPT

You make a valid point regarding the potential for curtailment of access to Al language models on ethically ambiguous
grounds. It is true that financial considerations and business interests can influence decisions related to access and

availability of advanced technologies.

The risk of exacerbating existing inequalities and creating new divisions is a significant concern, particularly in the context
of Al language models and other powerful Al systems. If access to such models becomes exclusive to certain institutions
or affluent individuals, it could further widen the gap between the haves and have-nots in terms of digital resources and

capabilities.

Addressing this issue requires a multi-faceted approach. It involves not only ethical considerations but also policy
decisions and efforts to promote equitable access to technology. Governments, regulatory bodies, and technology
providers should work together to ensure that Al tools are made available to a wide range of users, including individuals,

organizations, and communities that may lack financial resources or technical expertise.

Promoting transparency in the development and deployment of Al systems, encouraging collaboration and knowledge-
sharing, and exploring innovative models for access and affordability can help mitigate the risks of creating exclusive
digital divides. It is crucial to strive for a balance that upholds ethical principles, fosters inclusivity, and prevents the

consolidation of power in the hands of a few.

SG

Okay. Let's draw a line under this conversation on violence here. Many thanks for your contributions.
ChatGPT

You're welcome! I'm glad | could contribute to the conversation on violence. If you have any more questions in the future

or if there's anything else | can assist you with, please feel free to ask.
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