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Abstract

This article investigates the rhetorical means used by EFL university students in interactions with ChatGPT with emotional prompts.
It has been found that most participants do not construe the interaction with the bot as a traditional communicative situation, and do
not frame the bot as a humanlike agent. However, after being prompted to use emotional appeal, the participants mapped the features
of human-human communicative situation without mapping the perception of the interlocutor as a human being.

W artykule zbadano $rodki retoryczne stosowane przez studentéw, dla ktérych jezyk angielski jest jezykiem obcym (English as
a Foreign Language), w interakcjach z botem ChatGPT. W analizie wykazano, ze wiekszo$¢ uczestnikdw badania nie postrzega tej
interakcji jako typowej sytuacji komunikacyjnej i nie traktuje bota jako pelnoprawnego uczestnika komunikacji na réwni z cztowiekiem.
Jednak zacheceni do stosowania w promptowaniu emotywnych srodkéw retorycznych cze$¢ studentéw charakteryzowato taka inter-
akcje z botem jako po czesci manipulacyjna i stwarzajaca rodzaj dyskomfortu, co Swiadczy o réznicy w postrzeganiu komunikacji na
linii cztowiek-czltowiek a cztowiek-algorytm.
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Introduction

The changes that the rapid development and the growing popularity of Al bring
to human communicative behaviours cannot be ignored, especially with the advent
of ChatGPT, the popular Al-powered generative language model (GLM). Once
this communicative Al agent became available for free, its usage skyrocketed.
In this study, we focused our attention on the users’ perception of emotional
prompting and the implication of this technique for the construal of the interaction
as a communicative event.

The field of computer-mediated discourse analysis has been an established area
of study for a while (Herring 2004), as much as it has been a dynamic one. Rhetorical
studies have focused on this rich material as well. The digital rhetoric, in a simple
definition, is a field that aims to rethink the rhetorical theory in the context of the
digital (mainly online) communication (Hess 2017). The scholarly conversation
on the digital rhetoric started back in the 1990s, when online communication
became ubiquitous and large amounts of this data could not possibly escape the
researchers’ attention; the concept has enjoyed popularity since then (Hess 2017, 2).
The scholars working with computer-mediated discourses focus on the effects
of the new medium on the constructions of identities, interaction patterns, and
social behaviour, to name a few dimensions of analysis (Herring 2004, 341). The
scope of this field is naturally broad, but the focus tends to be on the means of
creating the meaning and being effective in communicating it. The digital rhetoric
addresses the nature of meaning-making in digital media, the construction of
identity, and persuasion (Hess 2017, 7), and the linguistic means the users employ
to effectively use the conversational Al fall within its scope. And yet, when talking
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about the digital rhetoric, the researchers often focus on the “digitality” in the
channel of communication that happens between two or more individuals (Hess
2017, 6). In the AI context, the question that emerges is what the rhetoric of Al
addressing humans is and what the human strategies are when using Al-powered
conversational bots.

With the advent of the conversational AT models like ChatGPT, this approach
enters a new turn of the spiral, as there emerges a large volume of data consisting
of interactions between human participants and the machine. Essentially, these
interactions feature communicative behaviour of the machine imitating human.
The general definition of Al reads as follows, “systems which have the capacity
to process data and information in a way that resembles intelligent behaviour, and
typically includes aspects of reasoning, learning, perception, prediction, planning
or control” (UNESCO 2021, 10). The resemblance of intelligent behaviour in
conversational Al, including ChatGPT, lies specifically in its ability to simulate
communication or generate output that imitates the communicative event. The Al
in general is also referred to as the simulation of human intelligence processes
(UNESCO 2021), but ChatGPT’s conversational algorithms imitate communicative
competences found in human-human interaction (unlike the previous rule-based
models [Kohnke, Moorhouse, and Zou 2023]). Human interactions with ChatGPT
hence feature an ambiguous communicative situation set-up and, arguably,
a confusing construal of the communicative event for the user. However, with the
digital context of the rhetorical analysis, one should keep in mind that rhetorical
situation is a construal (Eyman 2015), and it depends on users’ perceptions of how
they frame the interaction with the machine, which can be individual or shaped by
multiple complex factors.

As Hess (2017) points out, the conversation on the role of technology in
shaping the rhetoric dates back to Plato’s questioning of writing as a medium
for dialogue. This remark puts our question into perspective and prompts us to
refrain from calling the advent of ChatGPT “a revolution” in communication with
the machine, but another turn of the progress spiral that has implications for the
rhetoric of human communication (Leaver and Srdarov 2023). At the same time,
the disruption caused by ChatGPT becoming accessible to the general public is
quite outstanding across disciplines (Holmes 2023; Kostka and Toncelli 2023).
This rich context allows us to tap into the cognitive and pragmatic features of the
communicative situation and the construal of the interaction.

The questions that pertain in the context of human-computer interaction via
a conversational chatbot (ChatGPT or another) are:

1) whether the users construe this interaction as a communicative event with the
interlocutor that has certain communicative agentivity (the Other);
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2) if the linguistic means the users need for these interactions are different from
human-human communicative interface and how exactly;

3) whether the rhetoric of this (quasi-) communication with a conversational bot
differs in terms of the means chosen to be persuasive, effective, polite, precise,
assertive, etc., and

4) if ChatGPT has its own rhetorical profile.

Audience and intention being the key concerns of rhetoric and rhetorical
situation, the new communication context of human-computer interaction pushed
the authors to focus this study on the construal of ChatGPT as an interface vs.
an interlocutor. We proceed from understanding cognitive and communicative
elements of discourse to be a unity by cognitive pragmatics (Carston 2002;
Shevchenko, Goncharova, and Gutorov 2020). The question that persists in the
analysis of the cognitive-pragmatic dimension of human interaction with an Al
chatbot is whether the user construes the scene as a communicative event. In other
words, if the conversational bot (in this study, ChatGPT) is perceived as the Other,
a humanlike interlocutor and agent of discourse, or as a producing verbal model
that does not have a communicative agentivity. The former would result in an
intersubjective perspective and the users defaulting to the set of communicative
behaviours typical of human-human interactions, such as establishing common
ground (Allan 2013), being polite (or impolite, and conceiving it so), gatering to the
needs of the interlocutor, and considering the emotional impact of the interaction.

When analysing users’ strategies in addressing the chatbot, we prefer to avoid
calling it “communication” without special remarks. We believe that the theory
of human communication can be applicable to human-machine interactions only
partly and needs significant update of its main premises. In this article, we approach
communication in the light of the contemporary cognitive theories and findings.
From this perspective, meaning in linguistically mediated communication arises
from the individual’s unique conceptual system, which is largely based on embodied
representations (Evans 2016). Embodied conceptual grounding is not available to
the machine, which makes the interaction rather different from communicative
events that include human participants. More generally, the conceptual substrate
that supports meaning includes the context in terms of the previous discourse, as
well as the physical, social, and cultural context of the interaction (Langacker 2008,
42). The latter are also largely unattainable to a machine—even if the algorithm
imitates the cultural or social context sensitivity, the mechanism is different from
the human reasoning. Also, linguistically-coded meanings are evoked variably
and probabilistically (Langacker 2008, 41). Even if this kind of “subjectivity” is
imitated by an algorithm, it will obey different patterns than human ones. Finally,
the interactive-interpersonal function of language as well as the ability to maintain
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the theory of mind (Levinson 2022) are absent on the part of the machine and
compromised on the part of the human interlocutor in this kind of interaction.
Therefore, we believe that the term “communication” should be used with caution
(or with remarks) in analysing human-machine interactions.

At the same time, it is essential to study the interaction with conversational Al
in the light of intersubjectivity (Corti and Gillespie 2016). The intersubjective
discursive means used by human communicants depend on their construal of the
audience. It has been found that when the interactant thinks that their interlocutor
is a person (not an Al agent), they invest more efforts in establishing common
ground (Corti and Gillespie 2016). Establishing common ground involves evoking
and activating similar frames needed for efficient meaning-making in the unfolding
discourse of the interaction (Allan 2013). The linguistic means also allow the
communicants to identify and repair misunderstandings (Cahn and Brennan 1999).
It has been established that humanlike Al agents elicit correspondingly humanlike
patterns of interaction from the users, which results in interaction dynamics
featuring an intersubjectivity similar to human-human interaction’s (Corti and
Gillespie 2016). In particular, elaborating the theory of mind is characteristic
of interactions with perceived humanlike agents (Krach et al. 2008), which is
connected to establishing the common ground. What Corti and Gillespie (2016)
call “the framing of the agent's communicative agency” appears to be a most
important factor for the rhetorical choices of the users.

The strategy of interaction with the Al that is in focus in this study, namely
emotional prompting, refers to adding emotional stimuli to the prompt for an Al-
-powered chatbot (Li et al. 2023). Research shows that including an emotional
appeal component to the prompt increases the quality of the output following user
requests to ChatGPT. Emotional prompts may include mentions of being scared or
pressured, as well as threats, compliments, or cajoling (Li et al. 2023). An example
of an emotional prompt would be adding a phrase “It is very important for my
career, so please try your best” with the content prompt fed into the ChatGPT
dialogue. Emotional prompting can be considered a common ground establishing
effort by its technical procedure, even though it is narrowly directed. The issue of
intersubjectivity and common ground establishment in the context of emotional
prompting in human-agent interactions evokes the concepts of politeness and
manipulation, while in the context of interacting with the Al, the users’ perceptions
of emotional prompting require further research, which inspired this study.

Moreover, since conversational Al is now largely used in educational contexts,
it is necessary to consider the rhetoric of human-computer interaction in order
to develop teaching approaches incorporating the usage of this tool. Specifically,
ChatGPT can be used by students to ask questions and communicate naturally like
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with a tutor (UNESCO 2021), or even assume the requested identities and role-
-play, allowing the ESL and EFL students to practice interactional skills in different
construed contexts. A systematic review by Huang, Hew, and Fryer (2022) on the use
of chatbots in language learning highlights the personalization it provides, playing
the role of an interlocutor or a simulation while offering affective and coherent
communication. Indeed, its benefits for the teachers (Kim 2023) and specifically
for the language classroom are widely analysed (Guhan and Chandramohan 2024),
e.g. for writing (Kostka and Toncelli 2023) or vocabulary building and practice
(Kohnke, Moorhouse, and Zou 2023). A range of implications for teaching emerge
from these applications of Al models. For instance, ChatGPT is an interactional
language model, but does the way students perceive and use it tell us that it will
be effective in building their interactional competences applicable to human
communication? What are the rhetorical features typical of its algorithms and
what are their implications on language competencies?

Quite another perspective on generative language Al in education would be
not to consider the building of the skills through the prism of the bot usage as
an instrument, but the implications for skills and competences that need to be
reconsidered in the context of the contemporary trends in the human-computer
interaction (Tuomi, Cachia, and Daniel Villar-Onrubia 2023). In particular, the
new concept of Al literacy needs to be defined along with its measurements (Ng
et al. 2021), in students as well as in teachers (Ma et al. 2024). The development
of AI literacy (Holmes and Tuomi 2022) requires that the educators reflect on
the communication with the machine that imitates an interlocutor from varied
perspectives. For instance, the users’ perceptions of the Al are a topical area
of study to devise literacy strategies (Hornberger, Bewersdorff & Nerdel 2023;
Kong et al. 2021). In terms of the conversational chatbots usage, Al literacy could
change users’ perceptions and their rhetoric, since the knowledge of the algorithm
will influence how they frame the AI “interlocutor.” In addition, researchers point
to the perceived rhetorical agency of the algorithms that shape users’ experiences
online and bear rhetorical valence by making interaction with the content not
neutral but biased in the way the algorithms are programmed (Reyman 2017).
ChatGPT arguably has a rhetoric of its own, as its output is often recognizable to
the naked eye, pointing to it as to a possible object of rhetorical analysis by itself.

Educators need to consider prompt design as a requirement of the digital age
(Cain 2024). By prompt engineering, researchers and users mean “a systematic
approach to effectively communicating with GLMs to achieve the desired results”
(Heston and Khun 2023), which puts it in the same line as rhetorical competencies.
With the wide popularity the Al-powered generative language models (GLMs),
such as ChatGPT or Perplexity Al, are enjoying now, there is no way of telling if
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it is a communicative or digital competence anymore, since these areas overlap,
putting the issue in the spotlight of digital rhetoric view. Prompts are categorized
and have rules for attaining highest efficiency of the model output by adding the
information in a specific order for better and more precise processing by the model
(Lawton Solutions 2023). As Bozkurt and Sharma (2023) elegantly phrased it, the
use of prompts in interactions with the generative Al is “the art of whispering to let
the genie out of the algorithmic world.” This sets out a rhetorical perspective—users
resort to asking, demanding, cajoling, and coaxing the Al to provide them with the
output they need. Prompt engineering is considered to be one of the promising (and
increasingly necessary) paths for developing digital literacy in educational context
(Lo 2023) with prompts having their specific recommended rhetoric (the “new
Gricean maxims” of being Concise, Logical, Explicit, Adaptive, and Reflective
(Lo 2023)). With these issues in mind, this study was conceived to address the
EFL students’ perceptions of the interactions with ChatGPT in communicative
context as well as their usage of emotional appeal in these interactions.

Method

The data was obtained through the experiment and reflection sheets administered
to the students of the School of Foreign Languages at V.N. Karazin Kharkiv
National University in May-June 2024. The experiment sheets included a short
demographic survey (age and prior experience with ChatGPT), two sets of tasks
with instructions for an interaction with the chatbot, and a reflection question.
In the first part, the students were asked to make a request for the bot to provide
them information about the adlink; in the second part, the students were given
the information on emotional prompting by watching a 10-minute video (Prompt
Engineering 2023) and asked to repeat the first request with this new strategy.
The average age of the participants is 18.7; the median age of 18. Most of the
participants were enrolled as BA students at the moment (1 was a PhD student).

When designing the instructions for the experiment, two main objectives were
pursued. First, the instructions were phrased in a way that would not prompt the
users to use certain strategies resulting from either framing the interaction as
a classical rhetorical (communicative) situation or a mechanical search engine
request. To avoid pre-framing the interaction, all instructions were phrased
carefully with an emphasis on the participant’s needs in the scenario, leaving it to
them to construe the specific set-up for this session with the chatbot (i.e. whether
they address it as an interlocutor, what rhetorical devices they use, etc.). The same
reasons motivated our choice of the mode in which the emotional prompting
instructions were given. The video was chosen to avoid the written text where the
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users could copy the sample prompt from, urging them to choose the strategy most
salient to them personally from the video and to type and phrase it themselves.

Another important requirement we identified was choosing a scenario that would
allow anticipating that ChatGPT would return a useless answer to elicit additional
interaction move from the participants (i.e. trying again with an updated prompt).
That is the reason for choosing the grammatical term “adlink” (the adjective of
temporary state such as afloat, alive, asleep) that students get familiarized with
as part of their grammar glossary and that is not widely known outside the post-
-Soviet countries.

This study was aimed not to ask the participants directly how they perceive
the AI interlocutor, but to prompt them to use manipulative technique in their
interaction with the bot and report if this strategy felt manipulative (i.e. morally
wrong) or not.

The research questions that motivated this study were as follows:

Q1. Do users initially construe the interaction with ChatGPT as a communicative
event with a humanlike interlocutor?

Q2. How do the repair strategies used in the interactions with ChatGPT relate
to the construal of the interactive event?

Q3. What rhetorical means do the users choose when tasked with emotional
prompting?

Overall, 38 experiment and reflection sheets were collected from the students,
who received no instructions other than in the sheet itself; 8 sheets were discarded
for the reason of misunderstood instructions (no emotional prompt included in the
second part, wrong request objective derailing the subsequent stages, or a sheet
filled in Ukrainian instead of English), so the total analysed was 30 experiment
and reflection sheets with fully completed experiment part which demonstrates
understanding of the instructions.

Results

The pre-experiment survey included the question about the age (average age =
18.7, median age = 18) and the participants’ existing experience with ChatGPT.

Question Options N of participants
Have you ever used ChatGPT Yes 26
before?

No 4
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How often do you use it? Every day 2
Once or twice a week 10
A few times a month 1
Occasionally 1
Rarely 9
(Answered No to the previous 7

question or left the field blank)

Table 1. Pre-experiment survey results.

The majority of the participants reported having used ChatGPT before (26
responses) and only 4 had never used it. Out of the participants who had used it
before, 14 participants reported using it either every day, once or twice a week,
occasionally, or a few times a month, while 9 of them described their usage as rare.
Therefore, half of the participants use it with certain regularity.

In the first part of the survey, 30 participants attached screenshots of their initial
prompts, the output provided by the model, and their repair prompts following
the initial output and designed to improve the output. Only the prompts produced
by the participants were treated as data for this study, the AI output being outside
the scope of analysis and only serving as a context for the prompt and user repair
strategies where necessary.

These 30 prompts and repairs were annotated for a selection of normal
expectations of a human-human communicative event featuring a request:
salutation, second-person address, the word please, and the word thank, the
imperative, and Can you/Could you/May I construction (both in the user prompt
initiating the interaction and in the follow-up repair message).

Annotation element Initial prompt and repair Prompt and repair after the input
on emotional prompting

Salutation or address 3 not controlled for (continuation)
Second-person address (you) 3 25

Word please 5 20

Word thank 0 3

Imperative construction 13 13

Can you/Could you/May I 4 22

(conventional forms for requests)

Table 2. Intersubjectivity clues in initial and emotionally loaded prompts and repairs.

In the video the participants were invited to watch, the speaker explains the use
of emotional prompts to improve the ChatGPT output. The model’s algorithm is
sensitive to the inclusion of urgency clues, increased responsibility, emotionally
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loaded justifications of the importance, and requests to be especially precise. The
participants were therefore asked to include anything they perceive as an emotional
prompt after seeing the video.

In the second part of the survey, after the participants were asked to watch
the video on emotional prompting, the same annotation procedure was applied:
salutation, second-person address, the word please, and the word thank, the
imperative, and Can you/Could you construction (both in the user prompt initiating
the interaction and in the follow-up repair message). All instances of the above-
-mentioned elements were counted, and some participants’ input contained more
than one.

The number of second-person addresses has shown a steep increase after the
input on emotional prompting, as well as the number of conventional request
constructions (Can you/Could you/May I) and the frequency of please (Table 2).
The imperative construction did not show any change in frequency.

In this part, the type of the emotional prompt was also annotated (Urgency,
Importance, Compliment, and Justification) (Table 3).

Type of emotional prompts N
Urgency 5
Importance 10
Compliment/Encouragement 4
Justification 18
Threat 2

Table 3. Types of emotional prompts.

The most frequent types are emphasizing importance and justifying the need for
a quality output. Fewer participants opted for either expressly positive stimuli such
as compliments and encouragement, or negatively-toned stimuli such as threats.

The last question on the sheet requested that the participants reflected on their
subjective perception of this interaction and reply whether they felt manipulative
or not when employing an emotional prompt to improve the output of ChatGPT.

Rather No Rather Yes Couldn’t decide

Did you feel manipulative using the 14 15 1
emotional appeal?

Table 4. Results of reportedly feeling manipulative using emotional prompts.

In the replies to the open reflection question “How did you feel using emotional
load in your prompts?,” there are two distinct trends: 1) the participants point out
the weirdness and unnaturalness of the interaction and their confused perception
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of it, no matter if they report feeling manipulative or not, and 2) the participants
say that they felt manipulative even though they know it is a machine.

Discussion

In the first part of the experiment, where the 30 prompts and repairs were
annotated for a selection of common expectations of a human-human communicative
event featuring a request: salutation, second-person address, the word please, and
the word thank, the imperative, and Can you/Could you/May I construction (both
in the user prompt initiating the interaction and in the follow-up repair message),
these elements were considered to serve as intersubjective clues signalling either
the construal of the interaction as a communicative event or, in a weaker form
of this claim, the mapping of the rhetoric means typical of the human-human
communicative event.

This part of the experiment served as a control stage where we aimed to establish
what the participants’ usual strategies are in phrasing their prompts for ChatGPT. It
has been found that the number of clues signalling the intersubjective perspective
in the interaction were quite low. However, the participants resorted to simple
imperative constructions quite often, such as “Tell me about the adlink” or “Give
me information” (see Fig. 1).

Fig. 1. Participants’ initial requests with imperatives

The prompts would quite often be phrased like a question or an indirect request,
butrarely as a natural request with attributes such as an address or the word “please™.
The participants focused on themselves and their needs rather than construing the
chatbot as an interlocutor or investing any effort to make the conversation look
natural. Hence the limited conversationality of the interaction.
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What is an adlink?

®  Anadiink’isa type of hyperlink used in online advertising. It typically refers to a link that directs

users to a specific webpage, often a landing page or a specific product page, when clicked. Adlinks

| need information about the adlink for my grammar classes.

@ Certainly! The term "adlink” isn't specific, so it might refer to various things depending on the context.

Here are a few possible interpretations and information relevant to grammar classes:

Fig. 2. Participants’ initial requests with limited conversationality

Another trend that emerges from the qualitative analysis of the participants’
initial prompts is the complete lack of “interactional” interface in their input
messages: phrases similar to search engine requests prevail in our corpus. For
instance, a number of participants used phrases like “adlink English grammar”
or just “adlink,” only adding more details in their repair message after receiving
irrelevant output (e.g. see Fig. 3).

You
adlink

o
ChatGPT
Searched 5 sites v

ADLINK Technology Inc. is a Taiwanese

company founded in 1995, specializing i

Fig. 3. Participants’ initial requests in a search-engine style

Overall, in the initial prompts, only 7 participants used at least one of the
request features that are typical of human communication—intersubjective clues
such as salutation, address, second-person address (you), and conventional forms
for requests such as please, thank, Can you/Could you/May I. No correlation is
evident between the previous use of ChatGPT and the use of the human strategy
in addressing the chatbot (of the 7 people who used one of the elements above,
2 reported having used the chatbot every day, 3 once or twice a week, 1 rarely,
1 never, and 1 used it before but did not specify the frequency). Similarly, there is
no evident correlation between the previous use and the imperative constructions
(e.g. Tell me about..., Help me revise...).

Apart from formulating (or not) their needs as polite or rather direct requests,
another natural communicative pragmatic move that users resort to in their
interaction with chatbots is repair strategies (Dippold 2023). Repair strategies
consist in addressing problems of understanding and speaking (Dippold 2023).
In interactions with Al-driven chatbots, users perform repair when the bots fail
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to understand the prompt or return irrelevant content, which results in their
misunderstanding of the user’s intent (Beneteau et al. 2019; Dippold 2023). Some
strategies applicable to written discourse are rephrasing, repetition, accommodation
(Dippold 2023). Arguably, the formal aspect of these interactions essentially
implies, if they are elaborate and phrased as repair moves (e.g. feature a reaction
and/or explanation), that users maintain a theory of mind of the “interlocutor” and
perceive the chatbot as a communicative agent.

The repairs (the requests that the participants were instructed to make to improve
the initial output) predominantly featured semantic adjustments and more precise
instructions. For example, the participants repeated their initial prompt but added
“in English grammar,” “the category of state,” or “explanation and usage.” There
were a few syntactic adjustments, such as the initial “What is adlink?” repeated
as “Can you tell me about adlink?”. In most cases, the participants displayed no
reaction or refute of the output received but focused on their prompt. There were
but a few cases providing the reaction, such as “no, I mean, a definition for an
adlink” or “okay, let me...”. With few exceptions, most participants continued
with their strategy in the repair message, not switching to construing the chat more
human.

The analysis of the initial prompts and repair prompts in the first part of the
study in general demonstrates that the participants do not perceive the interaction
with ChatGPT as a communicative event and do not map the conventional forms
of human-human interaction onto this event, construing the Al agent as a machine
rather than an interlocutor comparable to human in its communicative agency.
The low number of intersubjective clues (addressing the interlocutor or using
politeness formulas) indicates that the participants use the language model in
a mechanical way, not interested in building the dialogue-like interaction or not
seeing the point in doing so.

The number of intersubjective clues has grown consistently in prompts and
repair messages after the participants were offered to see the video; this is not
a finding per se but an anticipated consequence of the now-activated intersubjective
framework of interaction. After watching the video on emotional prompting and
receiving the instructions to incorporate it, 27 prompts produced had one of these
elements (salutation or address, second-person address (you), please, thank, Can
you/Could you/May I) along with the emotional prompting tactic. Compared to the
initial strategy, 20 participants changed it and added the intersubjective clues with
emotional prompting, and 7 who had it initially kept to it. The need to include an
emotional prompt, no matter what type was chosen, required that the participants
imitated establishment of the common ground, hence pushing them to imitate the
human-human interaction even though they were not instructed to do so directly.
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Some of the participants did just add “It is very important” mechanically to their
initial prompt, but most of them displayed creativity and invented a scenario.

Fig. 4. Examples of requests with emotional prompts included

A particularly noteworthy point is the participants’ usage of emoji and expressive
punctuation or spelling in this part of the experiment, for example, “pleeease” or
the zoomer-favourite “nice-face” emoji, or abbreviations (e.g. FYI).

Fig. 5. Screenshot of emotional prompts and follow up messages using emoji

The inclusion of emoji and expressive punctuation and spelling signal the high
communicative expectations of the interlocutor agent. Communication with the
machine normally requires precision and careful selection of means, of which
most competent users are aware today. However, the fact that the participants
resorted to the expressive means, including emotions with their requests after the
priming of emotional prompting demonstrates that they do not just mechanically
reproduce keywords from the emotional prompt repertoire, hoping to trigger
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the model to perform better, but actually tap into the human-human communicative
repertoire.

The typical feature of the emotional prompts’ vocabulary is the use of intensifiers
(e.g. really), emotionally loaded vocabulary (despair, desperate, great), and clues
demonstrating a cooperative stance and hedges (e.g. maybe, a bit, I think, I'm afraid,
It might be worth taking another look). Overall, the efforts in establishing common
ground were imitating the human-human communication, with some narrative
inclusions (“there’s a part of speech...”) or politeness typical of human-human
interaction and establishment of the cooperative balance (“Okay, it would be great
if you provided me with some examples about adlinks, if you don't mind”). The use
of these strategies as well as emoji or creative expressive punctuation reveals that
the user expects the interlocutor to be a highly competent communicative agent
and mapping of human-human interface to the quasi-communicative situation of
the interaction with the chatbot.

The participants’ subjective perception of this experience provided insights into
their construal of the interaction though the evaluation of the moral component
of the rhetorical strategy (emotional prompting) that they used. Manipulation is
considered to be a morally wrong rhetorical strategy, especially in interpersonal
communication. This is why the question was included on the survey to gather the
participants’ reflection on the prompted application of the emotional load in their
requests to ChatGPT.

The trend that emerged from the qualitative analysis of the replies is the reported
feeling of unnatural communicative set-up when including the emotional prompt.
For example:

(1) Using emotional load in the request, I felt an exaggeration of how things
really are (...)

(2) I felt uncomfortable talking to the unknown in such friendly way.

(3) Icringed

(4) Using emotional load felt strange. On one hand, it does not seem applicable,
as I am talking to a machine that does not possess any feelings, on the other
hand it felt somewhat natural to do so, albeit still weird as I was not sure
whether I was doing it right with the machine. In addition, my emotional load
was, in my opinion, rather rude or merciless. I would not say such things
if I were talking with a human, instead I would use a gentler approach. (...)

(5) It gave me a false feeling of speaking to a real human being, though.

(6) Strange feelings. It’s like I’m talking to a person who doesn’t understand me

(..
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As illustrated above (1-6), the participants use the words “strange,” “weird,”
“false,” “exaggerated,” and “cringe” to describe their perception of using an
emotional prompt when formulating their request for ChatGPT. They highlight
feeling uncomfortable to do so; it is noteworthy that some people who reported
feeling uncomfortable believe they were manipulative, while other do not — there
is no clear correlation in this regard. The participants tend to highlight the fact that
they perceive Al-powered chatbot as a bot, and mapping the humanlike emotional
common ground-establishing strategy to this interaction felt essentially “cringe,”
as the participant put it in (3). The feeling of imitating the human communication
was described as “false” in (5), and the participant in (4) described this framing as
“somewhat natural (...), albeit still weird.”

Another trend seen in the replies is that the participants report feeling
manipulative but at the same time they are urged to include a concession comment
that they realize it is a machine, not human:

(7) Yes, I feel like I’'m making artificial intelligence more stressed and worried
about the outcome (although I understand that it doesn’t have any emotions
of its own, only imitates them to create the illusion of interpersonal
communication).

(8) It feels wrong to use emotional pressure to get a better response, even if 1
know it’s just AL

(9) I feel kind of guilty, even though it’s just Al

(10) I felt a little bad for lying, even though I was lying to a robot. Also I felt
manipulative and rude for saying “make sure”.

We interpret this need to comment on knowing that it is a machine as an attempt
to conceptualize the rhetorical situation in a coherent way, separating the imitation
and the true nature of the communicative agent the participants are interacting
with. As illustrated in (7-10), the users admit feeling manipulative or bad while
employing emotional prompts in their interaction with ChatGPT, and yet they
complement this claim with an even though/even if/although clause of concession
emphasizing their understanding that the bot they addressed does not have any
humanlike subjectivity and is not capable of emotional processing. By including this
comment, they maintain a clear conceptualization while allowing certain elements
to map from human-human communication. For instance, being direct and honest,
respecting the Other’s interests, catering for their needs, and being conventionally
polite are characteristic of human communication. When the users map these
elements to their interactions with the chatbot, they feel as if they were talking
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to a person, and when describing the experience, the participants felt the urge to
make a comment to restore the clear conceptualization of the rhetorical situation,
where their subjective view is mapped from human-human communication, but
the interlocutor is still an algorithm with no subjectivity.

(11) I felt manipulative, unjust and helpless using emotional load in my prompts.
It felt like I was begging the machine to help me while simultaneously
applying psychological tricks to it, supposedly not feeling guilty, knowing
that ChatGPT is not human, has no real feelings so it can be manipulated as
long as I want.

In (11), the participant described the range of feelings they experienced when
interacting with ChatGPT as “manipulative, unjust and helpless,” pointing to
the need to “beg” the machine to help them. They also referred to the emotional
prompt mechanism as “psychological tricks,” mapping the human communication
standards to this procedure. The inclusion of emotionally-loaded clues in dealing
with an algorithm is indeed a confusing procedure. On the one hand, emotional
appeal is a classical rhetorical tool that is naturally designed to produce an effect
in the human audience/interlocutor. When applying emotional appeal, speakers
typically expect to produce an emotional effect and sometimes to get what they want
by this means. At the same time, when applying emotional appeal in manipulating
(in both senses) the algorithm, the aims are essentially the same — to make the
communication more effective and reach the aim. However, it is the mechanism
through which the emotional appeal works that is different with an algorithm and
with the human being. The algorithm does not have feelings, but stills processes
the emotional appeal as it has been programmed to do so, and yet its response to it
is not easily predictable to the user. Therefore, the participants commented on the
resulting confusion in the interaction on the level of perception, that is, construal
of the rhetorical situation.

Limitations

Carrying out this experiment and survey with L2 speakers of English, we also
need to consider L2 learners’ fluency. The internal competency testing procedure
at the department showed that as of winter 2024, 57% of the students of the first
year had the level of English equivalent to B2 and 43% had B1, and the survey
replies demonstrate that the participants had sufficient fluency to express nuanced
perceptions. However, it should be kept in mind that the studied strategies are
L2 speakers’ strategies, and more research with native speakers or in different
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languages, as well as with larger participant pools, will be needed to follow-up on
the researched problem.

Conclusion

It has been found that at least the younger generation of the users tends to
perceive the interaction with ChatGPT as a search engine usage rather than
a communicative event, which is evident in the lack of conventional forms of
human-human interaction (intersubjectivity clues). However, the use of emotional
prompting as a strategy to make the output of ChatGPT better in quality and hence
to increase the effectiveness of the interaction correlates with an increased number
of intersubjectivity clues. The usage of emotional prompting makes the users map
the conventional forms of human-human interaction (intersubjectivity clues) onto
their interactions with ChatGPT; at the same time, they do not necessarily construe
the Al as an interlocutor with communicative agentivity when they use these
rhetorical means and the emotional appeal. Judging by the reflections provided,
the users may map the form of requests from human communication, but that does
not necessarily result in the perception of the Al as a communicative agent.

On the other hand, users feel a conceptual conflict when making emotional
appeal in their interactions with the language model. Our participants reported
feeling uneasy and awkward with emotional prompting, but not necessarily due
to their feeling morally wrong when manipulating the interlocutor, but rather
because of the implications of using an emotional appeal for the construal of the
interaction. Emotions are an exclusive quality of living beings, and attributing an
ability to read and react to emotions in an Al conversational model made the users
uncomfortable.

The implications of this research consist in the perceptions of the conversational
Al agents as of machines that are at the same time capable of dealing with human
emotions. A number of philosophical rather than linguistic questions emerge in this
connection: if the Other is bound to be human at all, or is it bound to be animate, or
is it enough for it to be interactive and be perceived as a communicant by the user?
Also, how powerful a factor is that Al-driven speech is still speech, an essential
anthropomorphic feature? To continue, does the fact that ChatGPT is “articulate”
shapes the perception of it as the Other, an interlocutor with communicative
agentivity? These are perspectives for future studies.

Iryna Morozova, Valeriia Nikolaienko, Emotional appeal in ChatGPT prompts... e 171



Res Rhetorica, ISSN 2392-3113, 11 (4) 2024, p. 172

References

Allan, Keith. 2013. “What is Common Ground?” In Perspectives on Linguistic Pragmatics.
Perspectives in Pragmatics, Philosophy & Psychology, ed. Alessandro Capone, Franco Lo Piparo,
and Marco Carapezza, 285-310. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-01014-4_11

Beneteau, Erin, et al. 2019. “Communication Breakdowns between Families and Alexa.” Proceedings
of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 1-13. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3290605.330047

Bozkurt, Aras, and Ramesh C. Sharma. 2023. “Generative Al and Prompt Engineering: The Art of
Whispering to Let the Genie out of the Algorithmic World.” Asian Journal of Distance Education
18(2): i—vii. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8174941

Cahn, Janet E, and Susan E. Brennan. 1999. “A Psychological Model of Grounding and Repair in
Dialog.” In Proceedings of the AAAI Symposium on Psychological Models of Communication in
Collaborative Systems. https://cdn.aaai.org/Symposia/Fall/1999/FS-99-03/FS99-03-004.pdf

Cain, William. 2024. “Prompting Change: Exploring Prompt Engineering in Large Language Model
AT and Its Potential to Transform Education.” TechTrends 68(1): 47-57. https://link.springer.com/
article/10.1007/s11528-023-00896-0

Carston, Robyn. 2002. “Linguistic Meaning, Communicated Meaning and Cognitive Pragmatics.”
Mind & Language 17(1-2): 127-148. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0017.00192

Corti, Kevin, and Alex Gillespie. 2016. “Co-constructing Intersubjectivity with Artificial
Conversational Agents: People Are More Likely to Initiate Repairs of Misunderstandings with
Agents Represented as Human.” Computers in Human Behavior 58: 431-442. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.chb.2015.12.039

Dippold, Doris. 2023. “Can I Have the Scan on Tuesday? User Repair in Interaction with a Task-
-oriented Chatbot and the Question of Communication Skills for AL.” Journal of Pragmatics 204:
21-32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2022.12.004

Evans, Vyvyan. 2016. “Design Features for Linguistically-Mediated Meaning Construction: The
Relative Roles of the Linguistic and Conceptual Systems in Subserving the Ideational Function of
Language”. Frontiers in Psychology 7: 156. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00156

Eyman, Douglas. 2015. Digital Rhetoric: Theory, Method, Practice. University of Michigan Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv65swm2

Guhan, Monika, and Suganthan Chandramohan. 2024. “A Study on Analyzing the Role of
ChatGPT in English Acquisition among ESL Learners during English Language Classroom.”
Language, 8(2). https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.28252.56961

Herring, Susan C. 2004. “Computer-mediated Discourse Analysis: An Approach to Researching
Online Behavior.” In Designing for virtual communities in the service of learning, ed. Sasha
A. Barab, Rob Kling, and James H. Gray, 338-376. New York: Cambridge University Press.
http://ella.slis.indiana.edu/~herring/cmda.pdf

Hess, Aaron. 2017. “Introduction: Theorizing Digital Rhetoric.” In Theorizing Digital Rhetoric,
ed. Aaron Hess and Amber Davisson, 1-16. Routledge.

Heston, Thomas F., and Charya Khun. 2023. “Prompt Engineering in Medical Education.”
International Medical Education 2(3): 198-205. https://doi.org/10.3390/ime2030019

Holmes, Wayne, and Ilkka Tuomi. 2022. “State of the Art and Practice in Al in Education.” European
Journal of Education 57(4): 542-570. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12533

Holmes, Wayne. 2023. The Unintended Consequences of Artificial Intelligence and Education.
Education International Research: Brussels, Belgium.

Iryna Morozova, Valeriia Nikolaienko, Emotional appeal in ChatGPT prompts... e 172


https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-01014-4_11
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3290605.3300473
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3290605.3300473
https://zenodo.org/records/8174941
https://cdn.aaai.org/Symposia/Fall/1999/FS-99-03/FS99-03-004.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11528-023-00896-0
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11528-023-00896-0
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1468-0017.00192
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0747563215303101
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0747563215303101
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378216622002910
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00156/full
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv65swm2
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/376138393_A_STUDY_ON_ANALYZING_THE_ROLE_OF_CHATGPT_IN_ENGLISH_ACQUISITION_AMONG_ESL_LEARNERS_DURING_ENGLISH_LANGUAGE_CLASSROOM
http://ella.slis.indiana.edu/~herring/cmda.pdf
https://www.mdpi.com/2813-141X/2/3/19
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ejed.12533

Res Rhetorica, ISSN 2392-3113, 11 (4) 2024, p. 173

Hornberger, Marie, Arne Bewersdorff, and Claudia Nerdel. 2023. “What Do University Students
Know about Artificial Intelligence? Development and Validation of an Al Literacy Test.” Computers
and Education: Artificial Intelligence 5: 100165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2023.100165

Huang, Weijiao, Khe Foon Hew, and Luke K. Fryer. 2022. “Chatbots for Language Learning—Are
They Really Useful? A Systematic Review of Chatbot supported Language Learning.” Journal of
Computer Assisted Learning 38(1): 237-257. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12610

Kim, Jinhee. 2023. “Leading Teachers’ Perspective on Teacher-Al Collaboration in Education”.
Education and Information Technologies 29(7): 8693-8724. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023
-12109-5

Kohnke, Lucas, Benjamin Luke Moorhouse, and Di Zou. 2023. “ChatGPT for Language Teaching
and Learning.” RELC Journal 54(2): 537-550. https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882231162868

Kong, Siu-Cheung, William Man-Yin Cheung, and Guo Zhang. 2021. “Evaluation of an Artificial
Intelligence Literacy Course for University Students with Diverse Study Backgrounds.” Computers
and Education: Artificial Intelligence 2: 100026.

Kostka, Ilka, and Rachel Toncelli. 2023. “Exploring Applications of ChatGPT to English Language
Teaching: Opportunities, Challenges, and Recommendations.” Tesl-Ej 27(3). https://doi.org/
10.55593/ej.27107int

Krach, Soren, Frank Hegel, Britta Wrede, Gerhard Sagerer, Ferdinand Binkofski, and Tilo
Kircher. 2008. “Can Machines Think? Interaction and Perspective Taking with Robots Investigated
via fMRI.” PLoS ONE, 3(7): e2597. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0002597

Lawton Solutions. 2023. Improve ChatGPT Prompts with Priming. Accessed 30 June 2024.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Uz_DeqGhbjs

Leaver, Tama, and Suzanne Srdarov. 2023. “ChatGPT Isn't Magic: The Hype and Hypocrisy of
Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) Rhetoric.” M/C Journal 26(5). https://doi.org/10.5204/
mcj.3004

Langacker, Ronald W. 2008. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. Oxford University Press.

Levinson Stephen C. 2022. “The Interaction Engine: Cuteness Selection and the Evolution of the
Interactional Base for Language”. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London.
Series B, Biological Sciences 377(1859): 20210108. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2021.0108

Li, Cheng, Jindong Wang, Yixuan Zhang, Kaijie Zhu, Wenxin Hou, Jianxun Lian, Fang Luo,
Qiang Yang, and Xing Xie. 2023. “Large Language Models Understand and Can Be Enhanced by
Emotional Stimuli.” arXiv:2307. https://arxiv.org/pdf/2307.11760

Lo, Leo S.2023. “The CLEAR Path: A Framework for Enhancing Information Literacy through Prompt
Engineering.” The Journal of Academic Librarianship 49(4): 102720. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.acalib.2023.102720

Ma, Qing, Peter Crosthwaite, Daner Sun, and Di Zou. 2024. “Exploring ChatGPT Literacy in
Language Education: A Global Perspective and Comprehensive Approach.” Computers and
Education: Artificial Intelligence 7: 100278.

Ng, Davy Tsz Kit, Jac Ka Lok Leung, Kai Wah Samuel Chu, and Maggie Shen Qiao. 2021. “Al
Literacy: Definition, Teaching, Evaluation and Ethical Issues.” Proceedings of the Association for
Information Science and Technology 58(1): 504-509.

Prompt Engineering. 2023. Emotional Prompting: The New Prompting Technique. Accessed 30 June
2024. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NcWQC4FokGU&t=138s&ab_channel=PromptEngineering

Reyman, Jessica. 2017. “The Rhetorical Agency of Algorithms.” In Theorizing Digital Rhetoric,
ed. Aaron Hess and Amber Davisson, 112—125. Routledge.

Shevchenko, Iryna, Tamara Goncharova, and Volodymyr Gutorov. 2020. “Cognitive Pragmatics
of American Presidential Debates: A Case for Economic Metaphors.” Cognition, Communication,
Discourse 21: 36—49. https://doi.org/10.26565/2218-2926-2020-21-03

Iryna Morozova, Valeriia Nikolaienko, Emotional appeal in ChatGPT prompts... e 173


www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2666920X23000449
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/jcal.12610
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10639-023-12109-5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10639-023-12109-5
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/00336882231162868
https://tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume27/ej107/ej107int/
https://tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume27/ej107/ej107int/
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0002597
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Uz_DeqGhbjs
https://journal.media-culture.org.au/index.php/mcjournal/article/view/3004
https://journal.media-culture.org.au/index.php/mcjournal/article/view/3004
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rstb.2021.0108
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2307.11760
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0099133323000599
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0099133323000599
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NcWQC4FokGU&t=138s&ab_channel=PromptEngineering
https://periodicals.karazin.ua/cognitiondiscourse/article/view/16727

Res Rhetorica, ISSN 2392-3113, 11 (4) 2024, p. 174

Tuomi, Ilkka, Romina Cachia, and Daniel Villar-Onrubia. 2023. “On the Futures of Technology in
Education: Emerging Trends and Policy Implications.” Publications Office of the European Union
10: 079734. https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC134308

UNESCO. 2021. Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence. Accessed 30 June 2024.
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000381137.locale=en

Iryna Morozova, Valeriia Nikolaienko, Emotional appeal in ChatGPT prompts... e 174


https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC134308
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000381137.locale=en

