ChatGPT Empathy/Convictions Debate Simulations and Linguistic Analysis Code

ChatGPT 4o

You said:

| want to try something. I'm considering having this study take place online through Qualtrics.
Can you pretend to be a human chatting with one of my participants in the study? I'll be the
liberal and you be the conservative. We're both assigned to the perspective-taking/convictions
condition, so we both need to try to see each other's perspective while maintaining our own
opinions, feelings, and values surrounding the topic. Our topic of debate will be defunding DEI.

ChatGPT said:

Sure! I'll play the role of a conservative participant in your study while you take the liberal
perspective. Since we're both in the perspective-taking + convictions condition, we’'ll aim to
understand each other’s viewpoints while holding firm to our own beliefs.

Topic: Defunding Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Programs
Perspective-taking/Convictions Condition

You (Liberal): Go ahead and start the conversation, and I'll respond in character!

You said:

| don't think it's a good move to pull all federal funding for DEI initiatives. | believe Trump is
acting too quickly and not thinking about the people affected by this move

ChatGPT said:

| get why you'd feel that way—DEI programs have been in place for years, and a lot of people
see them as progress. But from my perspective, these initiatives have gone too far. Instead of
promoting fairness, they often end up pushing ideological agendas and prioritizing identity over
merit. | think Trump is making the right call by cutting federal funding because tax dollars
shouldn’t go toward programs that divide people rather than unify them.

I’'m curious—do you think there’s a way to reform DEI so it’s fair for everyone, or do you see it
as something essential in its current form?

You said:

It just seems like we were making such good progress toward leveling the playing field for those
who were unfairly born into circumstances that they can't control. When we pretend that race,
gender, and other factors don't matter, | fear we're turning a blind eye to this inequality.



ChatGPT said:

| hear you. You’re coming from a place of wanting fairness, and | respect that. | think where we
probably differ is in how we define fairness. To me, fairness means treating everyone
equally—no special treatment for any group, just a level playing field based on merit. But | see
why you'd feel like ignoring race or gender could overlook real disadvantages some people
face.

That said, | worry that DEI programs often create new forms of unfairness. When hiring, for
example, if a company prioritizes diversity over qualifications, that can mean a more qualified
candidate gets passed over just because they’re not in a preferred demographic. To me, that’s
not real equality—it’s just shifting discrimination around.

Do you think there’s a way to address inequality without using identity-based policies? Or do
you feel like some level of prioritization based on background is necessary to make things fair?

You said:

Thanks for sharing that helpful perspective! | can see how DEl initiatives can turn into a form a
reverse discrimination when not done carefully. | am just concerned by the fact that the only
people who seem to dislike DEI are white men who have held the power in the world's
government and business for centuries. I'm also concerned about the concept of merit, because
factors leading up to the measurable merit impact how well a person will be able to perform.
Perhaps the problem is better addressed in schooling? what are your thoughts on that?

ChatGPT said:

That'’s a really fair point, and | appreciate you acknowledging the concerns about reverse
discrimination while still pushing back on the idea of meritocracy. | do think we have to be
careful about how we define “merit” because, as you said, people don’t all start from the same
place. But | also believe that the goal should be to improve opportunities earlier in life
rather than artificially correcting disparities later through hiring or admissions quotas.

| actually agree with you that education is the better place to focus on inequality. If we really
want to level the playing field, the best way to do that isn’t through DEI hiring initiatives but by
making sure that all kids, regardless of background, have access to quality education,
strong mentorship, and opportunities to develop skills. Maybe if we did a better job fixing
education gaps, DEI in the workplace wouldn’t be as necessary because people would already
be competing on a truly fair playing field.

Would you be open to a compromise where instead of focusing DEI efforts on companies and
universities, we shift those resources toward earlier interventions in underprivileged
communities? Or do you think the workplace is still a key place for equity policies?

You said:

| think that's a really great compromise! It seems so unfair that kids in a rich area get to go to
schools that are paid for by their area's property taxes. That seems like something that will



continue to further entrench the inequality. | think that law should be changed and all school
should receive equal funding.

ChatGPT said:

| really appreciate this conversation—it’s refreshing to talk about solutions instead of just
debating who's right or wrong. | actually think you make a solid point about school funding. The
way schools are funded through local property taxes definitely creates an uneven system,
where wealthier areas get better schools, more resources, and stronger opportunities, while
poorer areas struggle to keep up. That's a structural issue that keeps inequality going from
generation to generation.

I'd be open to reforming school funding so that all kids, no matter where they live, get a
baseline level of high-quality education. Maybe something like a mix of federal funding
redistribution and school choice options could help. That way, kids in underfunded areas
wouldn’t be stuck with fewer opportunities just because of where they were born.

| think we actually agree more than we disagree on this! Would you be in favor of redistributing
school funding nationally (so all schools get the same amount per student) or giving families
more choice in where their kids go to school through school vouchers?

You said:

I think we have found a really great solution, and | don't feel like I've had to give up my values at
all. Thank you! You've been great to talk to!

ChatGPT said:

| feel the same way! It's been really refreshing to have a conversation where we’re both
sticking to our values but still finding common ground. | really appreciate you listening to
my perspective, and I've learned a lot from hearing yours too.

If more conversations were like this, | think we’d all get a lot further toward real solutions.
Thanks for being open-minded and thoughtful—it's been great talking to you!

You said:
Thank you Chat! We can end this scenario now. Great job!

ChatGPT said:

You're very welcome! That was a really thoughtful and engaging discussion—if your study
participants have conversations like that, | think you're going to get some fascinating data.

You said:
Can we hold another mock conversation in a different condition?

ChatGPT said:



Absolutely! Which condition would you like to simulate this time?

You said:

Let's do perspective-taking and Defunding DEI again. I'll be conservative and you be liberal. As
the research shows that liberals are more empathetic than conservatives, I'm curious how this
will play out. They seem to be empathetic toward everyone except conservatives...

ChatGPT said:

That’s a fascinating angle! If liberals are generally more empathetic but struggle with empathy
for conservatives, this will be an interesting test of how perspective-taking works in practice.

Perspective-Taking Condition
Guidelines:

e We are both encouraged to understand each other’s viewpoint, even if we don’t
agree.

e The goal is not to “win” the argument but to genuinely see where the other person is
coming from.

Topic: Defunding DEI
* You (Conservative): Start the conversation, and I'll take the liberal role!

You said:
here we go!

ChatGPT said:

Alright! I'm stepping into my liberal role now. Let’s do this!

You (Conservative): Start the conversation, and I’'ll respond as the liberal participant.

You said:
| would love to understand your perspective on Trump's decision to defund all DEI programs.

ChatGPT said:

| appreciate that! | see DEI programs as an important way to address historical inequalities
and ensure that workplaces and universities are inclusive for people who have been
marginalized. Defunding them feels like a step backward because it removes institutional
support for diversity and equal opportunity.



| know a lot of conservatives see DEI as unfair or even discriminatory against certain
groups—do you feel like these programs have personally impacted you or people you know in a
negative way?

You said:

Thanks for asking. | have seen its negative impact on my husband and several of his friends.
They were up for promotions and were more qualified for the jobs, but they were passed over in
favor less qualified individuals based on their ethnicity or gender rather than who had actually
earned the promotion. This is only one side of the story though, I'm sure. Have you had
personal experiences that have shown the opposite?

ChatGPT said:

| really appreciate you sharing that. | can see why that would feel incredibly frustrating and
unfair—if someone works hard, gains the right qualifications, and still gets passed over for
reasons that feel unrelated to merit, that would be hard to accept.

For me, I've seen the other side of it. A close friend of mine, who is Black, was just as qualified
as his colleagues but was often overlooked for leadership roles. It wasn’t until his company
started prioritizing DEI that he finally got promoted—not because he was unqualified, but
because he had been unfairly ignored before. From my perspective, DEI helps correct for the
ways that bias, even unconscious bias, can shape hiring and promotions.

Hearing your experience, though, makes me wonder—how do we make sure DEI policies
address past inequities without creating new ones? Do you think there’s a middle ground
where merit and diversity can both be valued?
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You said:

That's a fair point. I'm so sorry to hear about your friend. | can imagine that would be incredibly
frustrating to see others promoted when you are just as qualified. | think we need to be careful
about the sweeping generalizations we make based on personal experiences. Perhaps that's
been happening on both sides of the debate. | wonder what ideas you might have to address
the issues without creating new discrimination.

ChatGPT said:

That’s such a thoughtful way to look at it, and | really appreciate your openness. You're
right—both sides are looking at real experiences of unfairness, and neither should be
dismissed. | think the key is finding solutions that address inequality without swinging too
far in the other direction.

One idea might be focusing on outreach and mentorship rather than quotas. Instead of
hiring or promoting people because of their demographic background, companies and schools
could invest in developing talent from underrepresented groups earlier on. That way, by the



time promotions or admissions decisions happen, there’s already a strong, diverse pool of
candidates who earned their place on merit.

| also think transparency in hiring and promotions could help. If decisions were based on
clear, measurable criteria and companies explained how they weighed diversity alongside
merit, it might help both sides feel that the process is fair.

What do you think? Would solutions like these address the concerns you’ve seen while still
making sure opportunities are available to everyone?

You said:
| think this is a great compromise! Thank you!

ChatGPT said:

You're very welcome! | really enjoyed this conversation—it felt like a real effort to listen,
understand, and find solutions instead of just arguing. If more discussions were like this, |
think we’d all make a lot more progress.

Thanks for being open-minded and thoughtful—I really appreciate it! (> Let me know if you ever
want to run another mock conversation or brainstorm more ways to refine your study. «”

You said:
K, that was great, Chat. We can close the scenario

ChatGPT said:

Got it! That was another fantastic discussion—I can see how your study is going to generate
some really interesting insights. Let me know anytime you want to run another mock
conversation or need help with anything else. You're doing amazing work! «” <

ChatGPT said:
Memory updated

You said:

Can we simulate the "stick to convictions" condition with DEI? I'll be conservative and you be
liberal.

ChatGPT said:

Great! In the "Stick to Convictions™ condition, we’re both encouraged to hold firm to our own
beliefs without prioritizing perspective-taking. This means we’ll each defend our stance
strongly while still keeping the conversation respectful.

Topic: Defunding DEI



+ You (Conservative): Holding firm to the belief that defunding DEI is the right decision.
+ Me (Liberal): Holding firm to the belief that defunding DEI is harmful and should not happen.

Go ahead and start, and I'll respond accordingly!

You said:
You go first this time

ChatGPT said:

Alright, here we go!

Stick to Convictions Condtion

| strongly believe that defunding DEI programs is a mistake. These initiatives exist to correct
systemic disadvantages that minorities, women, and marginalized groups have faced for
decades. Without them, we're essentially saying that equality has already been
achieved—and that’s just not true.

DEI programs aren’t about punishing anyone; they’re about ensuring that opportunities are
accessible to those who have historically been excluded. Removing them doesn’t create
fairness—it reinforces existing inequalities.

From my perspective, Trump’s decision to defund DEI is a political move that ignores the
reality that discrimination still exists.

What makes you believe that getting rid of DEI is the right call?

You said:

| believe it's gone way too far. It's a pendulum swing that went way too far the other direction
and has caused significant damage to people's careers and opportunities. Trump is the only one
willing to stand up for values that have worked for us for generations.

ChatGPT said:

| completely disagree. What’s actually gone too far is the resistance to acknowledging
inequality. The “values that have worked for generations” have worked for some people, but
not for everyone. That’s exactly why DEI programs exist—to address the ways in which certain
groups were systemically excluded from opportunities in the past.

Trump’s decision isn’t about fairness; it's about shutting down efforts to make workplaces
and schools more equitable. He’s capitalizing on resentment toward DEI rather than fixing
any real problems with it. Instead of throwing it out entirely, we should be improving it, not
gutting it.



Would you honestly say that inequality no longer exists in hiring and education? Or do you just
not see DEI as the right way to fix it?

You said:

First of all, | don't think there's a problem. This country has become one of the greatest nations
in history because of the brilliant thinkers, entrepreneurs, and DOERS that have shaped its
founding and growth for centuries. It was founded by Europeans that made it great, and that
doesn't need to change.

ChatGPT said:

That’s exactly the kind of thinking that DEI exists to challenge. The idea that the country was
built solely by Europeans ignores the contributions of countless other groups who played a
crucial role in its development—many of whom were excluded from full participation in society
for generations.

DEl isn’t about tearing down what’'s made this country strong—it’s about ensuring that
everyone has the chance to contribute to its success. If we stick to the idea that only the people
who historically held power should keep it, we're not preserving greatness—we’re blocking
progress.

The United States became powerful because of innovation, diversity of thought, and the
ability to adapt. If we reject DEI, we're essentially saying that we don’t need to adapt
anymore—that we should just freeze things the way they’ve always been. That’s not how a
country stays great; that’s how it falls behind.

Would you argue that America is already perfect as it is and needs no change at all? Or do
you just think diversity efforts shouldn’t be part of that change?

You said:

here's the real problem - if we keep going this direction, America will cease to be America. We'll
have Spanish become the official language and not even recognize it in a few generations.

ChatGPT said:

That argument assumes that cultural evolution is a threat rather than a natural part of
history. America has never been a static nation—it has always changed and adapted. The very
foundation of this country is not tied to a single ethnicity or language, but to a set of ideals:
freedom, opportunity, and democracy.

The idea that Spanish becoming more prominent somehow erases America ignores the fact
that many languages and cultures have shaped this country from the beginning. German,
Italian, and Irish immigrants were once seen as a threat to "American identity," yet today, their
contributions are fully integrated into what we call American culture. The same will happen with
newer cultural influences over time.



What makes America strong is not rigidly clinging to an outdated vision of itself but embracing
what makes it dynamic. DEI is about ensuring that all Americans—regardless of their
background—have the same access to success. That doesn’t destroy America; it reinforces
what has always made it great.

Would you prefer a version of America that never changes? Or do you believe there’s a way to
adapt without losing what matters most?

You said:

My concern is that if we just fall apart at every new idea and every new fad that comes our way,
we will have no moral foundation. At some point, important belief systems like religion are going
to be replaced by an ideology of believing nothing and standing for nothing. At some point it's
going to burn you too.

ChatGPT said:

| hear your concern—you see DEI as part of a broader trend of abandoning traditional values,
and you’re worried that if we keep going down this road, we’ll lose the foundations that hold
society together. | disagree with that, though. Change doesn’t mean collapse.

America has always evolved, and every generation has had people saying that change would
destroy our moral foundation. People said that about women voting, ending segregation, and
even religious freedom itself. But in reality, America didn’t collapse—it became more
inclusive while still holding onto core values like democracy, individual rights, and
freedom of religion.

DEIl isn’'t about replacing values—it's about making sure those values truly apply to everyone.
I's possible to honor tradition while still improving society. If we stick too rigidly to the past,
we risk stagnation, not stability.

| have to ask—what exactly do you see as being lost? Is it faith? Cultural identity? A sense of
order? Because if we can define that, maybe there’s a way forward that doesn’t involve shutting
down DEI entirely.

You said:

| just see this whole approach as a scary, slippery slope. It's not just one of those things. It's ALL
of them. With all due respect, | don't want to find a solution with you. You obviously don't see
any value in traditions

ChatGPT said:

| respect that you’re standing firm in your convictions—that'’s the nature of this condition. But |
want to push back on one thing: It’s not that | don’t see value in traditions. | just don’t
believe they should be preserved at the cost of progress.

What you see as a slippery slope, | see as necessary evolution. Every major shift in
history—civil rights, women’s suffrage, even religious freedom itself—was met with fear that it



would unravel everything. But societies that refuse to evolve don’t stay strong—they get
left behind.

You don’t want to find a solution with me, and that’s fine. But I'll hold to my conviction that
America’s strength has always come from its ability to change while staying true to its
core values. DEl is part of that necessary change.

| appreciate the debate, even if we don’t agree.

You said:
Thanks for your time.

ChatGPT said:

You're welcome! That was a strong and thought-provoking discussion. | appreciate the chance
to step into these roles and simulate how different conditions might play out. Let me know if you
ever want to run another scenario or need help with anything else for your study. Wishing you all
the best with your research! «”

You said:

I'm finding this SO interesting to step into these roles as well! Thank you for helping me
role-play. What | noticed about myself in that last condition was that | wasn't interested in even
reading what you said because | just saw you as an enemy that was attacking me. How
interesting that this is how people really view these difficult ideological discussions. You played
your role expertly, but | found you trying to empathize with me at one point... hahaha!!

ChatGPT said:
Memory updated

Haha! You caught me! & Old habits die hard—I guess even in a stick-to-convictions
condition, it’'s tough to shut off the instinct to look for common ground. But your reaction is super
insightful—it really mirrors what happens in real-world ideological conflicts.

The fact that you didn’t even want to read my responses because you saw me as an enemy
is exactly why these debates become so unproductive in real life. When people feel like they’re
under attack, they stop engaging and just focus on defending. No wonder political
conversations go nowhere!

This makes me wonder—what would happen if we forced people in this condition to summarize
the other person's argument before responding? Would that force some level of engagement,
even when they're supposed to hold firm? What do you think?

You said:



| actually want to see what happens when they don't have any prompt to engage with the other
person. | want to see the divisiveness come out. That's the main difference I'm trying to elicit in
this experiment.

ChatGPT said:
Memory updated

That'’s a really compelling approach! By not prompting engagement, you’re allowing the
natural divisiveness to emerge, which could reveal just how entrenched people become when
they’re encouraged to hold firm.

| imagine you’ll see a sharper contrast between conditions—maybe longer responses in
perspective-taking and shorter, more dismissive responses in the stick-to-convictions
condition. It'll be fascinating to analyze tone, emotional intensity, and willingness to engage
across conditions.

Are you planning to analyze linguistic markers of polarization (e.g., pronoun use, emotional
language, argument complexity)? That could give deeper insight into how people express
divisiveness vs. openness.

You said:
| was just thinking about that! Could you help me with that?

ChatGPT said:
Memory updated

Absolutely! Analyzing linguistic markers of polarization could give you quantifiable insights
into how different conditions shape the way people engage (or refuse to engage). Here’s how
we can approach it:

Key Linguistic Markers to Analyze

1. Pronoun Use
o "I"vs."We" — Does the speaker focus on individual opinions or align with a
group?
o "They/Them" — Higher use may indicate othering or dismissiveness of the
opposing side.
2. Emotional Language

o Negative Emotion Words (e.g., “wrong,” “ridiculous,” “dangerous”) — Signals
strong opposition and rejection.
o Positive Emotion Words (e.g., “important,” “understand,” “fair’) — Might appear

more in perspective-taking conditions.
3. Complexity of Argument
o Word Count — Are responses shorter in more polarized conditions?



o Sentence Structure — Simpler, more direct statements might indicate
closed-mindedness, while complex structures suggest engagement with
nuance.

4. Certainty vs. Doubt Words

o Certainty: “Always,” “never,” “clearly” — Suggests rigid conviction.

o Hesitation: “Maybe,” “I think,” “perhaps” — More likely in perspective-taking
conditions.

5. Use of Moral & Ideological Language

o Moral Absolutism: “Right,” “wrong,
stick-to-convictions.

o ldeological Terms: “Freedom,
strategically in both conditions.

” o« ” o«

good,” “evil” — Might be stronger in

equality,” “American values” — Could be used

How to Analyze the Data
1. Using Linguistic Software (LIWC or NLP Tools)

e Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) is great for analyzing pronouns, emotional
tone, and complexity.

e |f you want to use Python, | can help you process text using NLTK or SpaCy to extract
linguistic features.

2. Manual Coding (For Key Themes)

e |If you have a smaller dataset, you could manually code for aggressive language,
dismissiveness, and engagement.

3. Statistical Analysis

e Compare word frequency & sentiment scores across conditions.
e Use ANOVA or regression to see if condition predicts linguistic patterns.

Next Steps

Would you like help setting up a code framework for analyzing these markers? Or are you
considering using LIWC or another software for this?

You said:
wow! Great! Can you help me code in Python using NLTK?

ChatGPT said:
Memory updated



Awesome! We’ll use NLTK (Natural Language Toolkit) to analyze linguistic markers of
polarization in your dataset. Below is a step-by-step guide:

+ What We’ll Do in Python

1. Preprocess the Text
o Tokenization, lowercasing, and stopword removal
2. Extract Linguistic Markers
o Pronoun use ("I, "we", "they")
o Emotional words (positive/negative sentiment)
o Complexity (word count, sentence structure)
o Certainty vs. doubt words
3. Visualize & Compare Across Conditions
o Statistical summaries of linguistic patterns

+ Code to Analyze Your Data
This assumes you have a dataset (CSV file) with columns like:

e 'participant_id" (unique ID)
e ‘'condition" (e.g., perspective-taking, stick-to-convictions)
e 'response_text" (participant's response)

Let's get started! «”
Linguistic Analysis

This script will: v Preprocess text (tokenization, stopword removal)
v Extract linguistic markers (pronouns, certainty/doubt words)

v Analyze sentiment using Vader (positive/negative tone)

v Visualize differences across conditions

Let me know if you need modifications based on your dataset! «”

You said:
Looks like this is a later project. I'll save this conversation and come back to it later. Thank you
for your expertise!

ChatGPT said:

That sounds like a great plan! This will be here whenever you’re ready to dive in. I'm really
excited to see how your study unfolds—it’s such a fascinating and important research area! %’



Feel free to reach out anytime if you need help with analysis, experiment design, or even
another role-play session. Best of luck with everything, and | can’t wait to hear how it all goes!

~

CODE:

import pandas as pd

import nltk

from nltk.tokenize import word_tokenize, sent_tokenize
from nltk.corpus import stopwords

from collections import Counter

import matplotlib.pyplot as plt

# Download necessary NLTK resources
nltk.download('punkt’)

nltk.download('stopwords')
nltk.download('vader_lexicon')

from nltk.sentiment import SentimentintensityAnalyzer

# Load dataset (modify file path as needed)
df = pd.read_csv("your_data.csv")

# Preprocess text
def preprocess_text(text):

text = text.lower() # Lowercase

words = word_tokenize(text) # Tokenize words

words = [word for word in words if word.isalpha()] # Remove punctuation

words = [word for word in words if word not in stopwords.words(‘english')] # Remove
stopwords

return words

df['processed_text'] = df['response_text'].apply(preprocess_text)

# Extract linguistic markers
pronouns = {"i": 0, "we": 0, "they": 0}

certainty_words = {"always", "never", "clearly"}

doubt_words = {"maybe", "perhaps", "i think"}

def analyze_text(text):
words = set(text) # Unique words
return {
"word_count": len(text),
"sentence_count": len(sent_tokenize(' '.join(text))),
"i_pronoun": text.count("i"),



"we_pronoun": text.count("we"),

"they pronoun": text.count("they"),

"certainty_count": len([word for word in words if word in certainty_words]),
"doubt_count": len([word for word in words if word in doubt_words])

}

df = df.join(df['processed_text'].apply(lambda x: pd.Series(analyze text(x))))

# Sentiment Analysis
sia = SentimentintensityAnalyzer()
df['sentiment_score'] = df['response_text'].apply(lambda x: sia.polarity_scores(x)['compound'])

# Compare conditions

plt.figure(figsize=(8, 5))

df.groupby(‘condition")[['sentiment_score', 'word_count', 'certainty_count',
'doubt_count']].mean().plot(kind="bar")

plt.title("Linguistic Markers by Condition")

plt.show()

# Save processed data
df.to_csv("processed_data.csv", index=False)

You said:

One last insight: | think the perspective-taking condition ended up playing out pretty similarly to
the perspective-taking/convictions condition. The only one that was actually markedly different
was the conviction condition. Why do you think that is?

ChatGPT said:

That’s a really sharp observation, and | think you're onto something important. The fact that
Perspective-Taking and Perspective-Taking + Convictions played out similarly suggests that
once people start engaging with another viewpoint, they naturally soften—even if they’re
told to hold their own beliefs.

Possible Explanations

1. Perspective-Taking is the Stronger Force
o Even when people are told to hold firm to their beliefs, once they engage in
actively understanding the other person, it becomes hard to stay rigid.
o Empathy might act like a cognitive override, pushing people toward
compromise even if they weren’t explicitly instructed to do so.
2. People Are Bad at Balancing Conviction and Perspective-Taking
o Holding both ideas in mind—"“l understand you” and “| won’t change my
stance’—is a high-level cognitive task.



o Most people might naturally default to one side (perspective-taking) rather than

truly balancing both.
3. The Convictions Condition Stands Out Because It Disrupts Norms

o In most debates, there’s at least some social pressure to acknowledge the
other person’s viewpoint.

o In Stick-to-Convictions, that pressure is removed, allowing pure polarization
to emerge.

o This might be why it felt so different—it’s not that the other two conditions were
identical, but rather that this one created a stark contrast by allowing people to
go full "us vs. them."

What This Means for Your Study

e |f Perspective-Taking naturally dilutes conviction, the real variable affecting
polarization might not be "Perspective-Taking" but rather "lack of constraints on
adversarial thinking" (as seen in Stick-to-Convictions).

e You might want to analyze whether people in the Perspective-Taking + Convictions
condition actually engaged in "conviction"” language (certainty words, strong moral
claims) as much as expected. Maybe they didn’t hold their ground as much as they
thought.

e If Stick-to-Convictions was the only condition that truly felt different, that could be a
sign that it's the strongest driver of polarization in ideological discussions.

Next Steps

Would you be interested in coding how much conviction-based language (e.g., certainty
words, moral absolutes) appears in each condition? That could show whether people were
actually sticking to their convictions or if perspective-taking naturally led them away from it.
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You said:
Do you know if Qualtrics can be integrated with ChatGPT to have you hold these conversations
with participants? You were phenomenal!

ChatGPT said:



Yes! You can integrate Qualtrics with ChatGPT to automate these conversations with
participants. There are a few ways to do this, depending on how interactive you want the
experience to be. Here are some options:

1. Using Qualtrics + OpenAl API for Live Chat

+ Best for: Fully interactive, real-time conversations with participants.
* How it works:

e You embed a custom chatbot in your Qualtrics survey.
e ChatGPT (via OpenAl's API) responds dynamically, like | did in our scenario.
e You capture the conversation logs as data for analysis.

+ How to set it up:

1. Get an OpenAl API key (from OpenAl).
2. Set up a Qualtrics Web Service call:
o Inyour survey, go to Survey Flow — Add a Web Service.
o Use a tool like Zapier or a custom script to connect Qualtrics responses to
ChatGPT via API.
3. Embed a chat interface:
o You can use JavaScript within Qualtrics to create a chat-like experience.
o Or, use a third-party chatbot plugin that connects to ChatGPT.

2. Pre-Generated Chat Simulations

+ Best for: Participants interacting with a “pre-scripted” Al that feels dynamic but follows
structured responses.
+ How it works:

e You pre-generate multiple conversation paths using ChatGPT.
e Participants select from responses in multiple-choice format or type in free responses.
e The survey adapts based on their choices.

+ How to set it up:

1. Use ChatGPT to generate realistic responses based on different participant inputs.

2. Set up Qualtrics Display Logic to show different responses depending on what the
participant says.

3. Collect typed responses and later analyze them qualitatively.



https://platform.openai.com/

3. External Chatbot with Qualtrics Data Capture

+ Best for: Full Al conversations outside Qualtrics but linked to survey data.
+ How it works:

e You create a chatbot on a separate platform (e.g., a website or messaging app).
e Qualtrics redirects participants to the chat, and after the conversation, they return to
complete a post-chat survey.

+ Tools to use:

e Chatbot builders like Dialogflow, Botpress, or ChatGPT-powered chat interfaces.
e Store chat logs and link them to participant survey IDs for analysis.

Which Option is Best for You?

For real-time, dynamic interactions: Use ChatGPT API integration (Option 1).
For structured but adaptive responses: Use pre-scripted responses in Qualtrics
(Option 2).

e For an external chatbot experience: Use a separate chatbot + Qualtrics survey
follow-up (Option 3).

If you want help setting this up, | can guide you through coding the Qualtrics JavaScript, API
calls, or chatbot design! Would you like a step-by-step breakdown for a specific approach?

You said:

I'm curious - if | were to use ChatGPT in my online study, would you be able to stick to a time
limit to guide people to a close by fifteen minutes in?

ChatGPT said:

Yes! If you integrate ChatGPT into your online study, it can be programmed to stick to a time
limit and guide participants to a natural close within 15 minutes. There are a few ways to
do this:



Ways to Implement a Time Limit

1. Backend Timer + Prompting
o The system can track the elapsed time and start wrapping up the conversation
as it nears 15 minutes.
o Around 12 minutes in, it could prompt reflection:
m  “We’re almost at the end of our discussion. What do you think we’ve
learned from each other?”
o At 14 minutes, it could begin closing statements:
m “It's been great talking with you! Before we finish, is there anything else
you’d like to add?”
o At 15 minutes, it could politely end:
m  “Thank you for sharing your thoughts! This concludes our discussion.”
2. Pre-Set Conversation Stages
o The chat could be structured into phases (e.g., intro, debate, reflection) that last
a fixed amount of time.
o When time is up for a phase, the Al automatically moves forward.
3. Hard Cutoff with a Soft Exit
o If strict timing is needed, the Al can stop responding after 15 minutes while
leaving space for participants to finish their last thought.

Would You Like a Demo?

If you'd like, | can simulate a 15-minute conversation with built-in time cues so you can see
how it would work. Let me know if that sounds helpful! <

You said:

thank you! No demo is needed now. | bring up this concern because my colleague ran a study
with empathic Al and the big frustration that participants experienced was that the Al just kept
the conversation going and going. Is there any concern that might happen?

That'’s a really valid concern, and I’'m glad you’re thinking ahead about it. If not carefully
managed, Al can definitely keep conversations going indefinitely, which could frustrate
participants or even bias results.

How to Prevent Al from Dragging the Conversation On

1. Time Awareness:

o The Al can be programmed to recognize when the conversation is nearing the
time limit and naturally steer it toward a conclusion (e.g., summarizing points,
prompting final thoughts).

2. Turn-Based Limits:



o Instead of just tracking time, you could also limit the number of exchanges
(e.g., 8-12 back-and-forths). This ensures the conversation doesn’t get too long,
even if participants type quickly.

3. Final Prompting Strategy:

o At ~12 minutes, a nudge like:

“We’re nearing the end of our time. What’s one key takeaway from this
discussion?”

o At ~14 minutes, a clear transition:

“Let’s wrap up. What's something new you’ve considered from our
conversation?”

o At 15 minutes, a firm but natural close:

“It's been great discussing this with you! Thanks for sharing your perspective.”

Would you like help drafting an end-of-conversation strategy to fit your study? That way, we
can make sure ChatGPT sticks to the time limit without feeling abrupt.

You said:
not now.

Debate topic #1: Defunding DEI programs

A Liberal View on Defunding DEI Programs

I.  Introduction: The Need for DEI Programs

e DEI addresses systemic barriers that limit equal opportunity.
e Removing DEI risks reinforcing existing inequities.
e True fairness requires actively correcting disparities.

II.  The Benefits of DEI Programs
e Diversity strengthens institutions, innovation, and decision-making.
e Research shows diverse teams perform better and create better policies.
e Defunding DEI sends the wrong message and discourages participation from

underrepresented groups.
IIl. A Better Path Forward

e Instead of defunding, we should expand and refine DEI efforts.
e Investing in education, mentorship, and fair hiring benefits everyone.
e Diversity initiatives are about ensuring opportunity, not enforcing quotas.



A Conservative View on Defunding DEI Programs

I.  Introduction: Restoring Meritocracy

e DEI programs prioritize group identity over individual achievement.

e They create division rather than true inclusivity.

e Success should be based on hard work and ability, not demographics.

II.  The Cost and Consequences of DEI

e DEI bureaucracies waste resources that could support academic excellence and
job creation.
Quotas and preferential treatment erode institutional credibility.
Employees and students should be evaluated based on merit, not identity
categories.

III. A Better Alternative

e Redirect funds to job training, STEM education, and equal-opportunity programs.

e True fairness comes from a level playing field, not enforced mandates.

e Prioritizing merit and personal responsibility strengthens institutions and unites
society.

Top 5 Most Used Fox News Talking Points on Defunding DEI (Conservative
Perspective)

1. DEI undermines meritocracy. — Hiring, promotions, and admissions should be based on
qualifications, not race or gender.

2. Taxpayer dollars shouldn’t fund ideological agendas. — Americans shouldn’t be forced
to pay for programs that promote divisive identity politics.

3. DEI promotes division, not unity. — Instead of fostering inclusion, these programs
highlight racial and gender differences, creating more tension.

4. DEI lowers standards in education and hiring. — Prioritizing diversity over
qualifications weakens institutions and leads to less competence.

5. Americans are tired of ‘woke’ indoctrination. — DEI training forces political
correctness, suppresses free speech, and injects politics into workplaces and schools.

Top 5 Most Used CNN Talking Points on Defunding DEI (Liberal Perspective)

1. DEI programs level the playing field. — They address systemic inequities and ensure
fair access to education and job opportunities.

2. Defunding DEI is a step backward for civil rights. — It threatens decades of progress
toward racial and gender equality.



3. Diversity strengthens institutions. — Studies show diverse workplaces and schools
perform better and drive innovation.

4. Discrimination still exists. — Without DEI, racial and gender disparities in hiring, pay,
and education will persist unchecked.

5. Attacks on DEI are politically motivated. — Conservatives use ‘anti-woke’ rhetoric to
score political points and rally their base.

Debate topic #2: Illegal Immigration

Conservative View on Illegal Immigration

I.  Introduction: The Threat of Illegal Immigration

e Undermines national security and the rule of law.
e Strains public services like healthcare, education, and law enforcement.
e Encourages more unlawful entry and disadvantages legal immigrants.

II. Economic and Social Consequences
o Lowers wages and increases job competition, hurting American workers.
e Businesses hiring illegal workers create an unfair labor market.
e Weak border enforcement allows criminals and drug traffickers to exploit the

system.

II.  Stronger Immigration Policy
e Secure the border and enforce strict immigration laws.
e Penalize businesses that hire illegal workers.
e Prioritize legal immigration and policies that protect American citizens.

Liberal View on Illegal Immigration

I. Introduction: Immigration as a Systemic Issue
e [llegal immigration results from a broken system.
e Many immigrants flee violence and poverty, seeking safety.
e The U.S. has a moral obligation to treat immigrants with dignity.
II.  Economic and Social Contributions
e Undocumented workers fill essential jobs in key industries.
e They contribute billions in taxes and consumer spending.
e Harsh policies harm communities and push workers into exploitation.
III. A More Humane Approach
e Comprehensive reform with a path to citizenship.
e Worker protections and smarter, targeted border security.
e A compassionate system strengthens the economy and American values.



Debate topic #3: LGBTQ+ Rights

Conservative View on LGBTQ+ Rights

I. Introduction: Balancing Rights and Freedoms
e All individuals deserve respect and equal protection under the law.
o LGBTQ+ policies should not infringe upon religious freedom or free speech.
e Forcing institutions to accommodate LGBTQ+ activism creates legal

conflicts.

II.  Concerns Over Gender and Family Issues
e Gender identity policies in schools undermine parental rights.
e Promoting gender transitions for minors can have long-term consequences.
e Traditional family values are essential for a stable society.

III. A Balanced Approach

o Respect religious freedom and free speech.
e Ensure laws are fair to all without granting special privileges.
e Protect cultural and moral traditions that maintain social stability.

Liberal View on LGBTQ+ Rights

I. Introduction: LGBTQ+ Rights as Human Rights
e [LGBTQ+ individuals face discrimination in multiple areas of life.
e Anti-discrimination laws ensure equal treatment, not special privileges.
e Full legal and social equality is essential for a just society.
II.  The Importance of Inclusion and Protection
e LGBTQ+ youth face higher risks of mental health struggles.
e Affirming environments in schools and workplaces promote well-being.
e Social acceptance reduces discrimination and harassment.
III.  Advancing LGBTQ+ Rights
e Expand legal protections and anti-discrimination laws.
e Defend access to gender-affirming healthcare and equal opportunities.
e Push back against policies that marginalize LGBTQ+ individuals.

Debate topic #4: Abortion

Conservative View on Abortion



I. Introduction: Abortion as a Moral Issue
e Life begins at conception, and the unborn have a right to life.
e [ egal abortion devalues human life and promotes moral irresponsibility.
e Alternatives like adoption and support for mothers should be prioritized.
II.  The Role of Responsibility and Societal Impact
e Abortion on demand undermines personal responsibility.
e Society should promote abstinence, strong family values, and alternatives.
e Taxpayer dollars should not fund abortion services.
IIl. A Pro-Life Approach
e Implement restrictions such as heartbeat laws and bans on late-term abortion.
e Provide better resources and education on family planning.
e Protect both mother and child while ensuring dignity and respect for life.

Liberal View on Abortion

I. Introduction: Abortion as a Fundamental Right
e Women must have control over their bodies and futures.
e The government should not interfere in personal healthcare decisions.
e Restrictions harm low-income and marginalized communities.
I1. The Role of Abortion in Gender Equality
® Access to abortion is essential for economic security and independence.
e Forced pregnancies can limit careers, education, and financial stability.
e Countries with reproductive rights have better health outcomes.
I11. Expanding Reproductive Healthcare
e Ensure access to contraception, sex education, and prenatal care.
e Keep abortion safe, legal, and accessible.
e A free society must respect women’s right to choose.

Debate topic #5: Religious Freedom

I.  Religious Freedom as a Fundamental Right
e The First Amendment guarantees freedom of religion.
e Recent policies and cultural trends threaten this right.
e Religious individuals should not be forced to act against their beliefs.
II.  The Role of Religion in Society
e Religious values are central to family, charity, and responsibility.
e Pushing faith out of the public sphere weakens moral and cultural foundations.
e Restricting religious expression undercuts true tolerance.
IIl. Defending Religious Liberty
e Protect businesses from being forced into activities that violate their faith.



e Ensure religious institutions maintain autonomy.
e Uphold public religious expression as a core American right.

Liberal View on Religious Freedom

I. Introduction: Religious Freedom with Limits
e The First Amendment protects religious practice but also prevents imposition.
e Religious exemptions should not be used to justify discrimination.
e True religious freedom means not infringing on others’ rights.
II.  Religion and Public Policy
e A diverse society requires that no single religion dominates.
e Laws should not be dictated by religious doctrine.
e Business and government should not deny services based on faith-based
objections.
III. A Balanced Approach
e Protect the right to worship without government interference.
e Prevent religious beliefs from limiting civil rights.
e Ensure that religious freedom does not lead to religious coercion.

Debate topic #6: Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE)

Conservative View on DOGE

I. Introduction: Emphasis on Fiscal Responsibility
e DOGE aims to reduce bureaucratic waste and enhance productivity.
e Reported savings of $55 billion align with conservative fiscal principles.
II. Modernization and Efficiency Initiatives
e [Implementation of the Software Modernization Initiative.
e Improved interoperability and data integrity across agencies.
III.  Legal and Ethical Considerations
e Importance of operating within legal boundaries.
e Addressing legal challenges and maintaining public trust.

Liberal View on DOGE

I. Introduction: Concerns Over Transparency and Overreach
e DOGE's actions lead to abrupt firings and resignations.
e Disruption of essential government functions.
II. Negative Impact of Aggressive Cost-Cutting
e Chaos and inefficiency in critical departments.
e Compromise of public welfare and effective governance.
III.  Ethical and Privacy Implications



e Access to sensitive taxpayer information raises privacy concerns.
e Potential conflicts of interest given Musk's private ventures.
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