Ljubisa Bojic', Ph. D., Senior Research Fellow

Institute for Artificial Intelligence Research and Development of Serbia, Novi Sad, Serbia
University of Belgrade, Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory, Digital Society Lab,
Belgrade, Serbia

Dylan Seychell?, Ph. D., Lecturer
University of Malta, Department of Artificial Intelligence, Faculty of Information and
Communication Technology, Msida, Malta

Milan Cabarkapa?®, Ph. D., Assistant Professor
University of Kragujevac, Faculty of Engineering, Kragujevac, Serbia

Towards New Benchmark for Al Alignment & Sentiment Analysis in Socially Important
Issues: A Comparative Study of Human and LLMs in the Context of AGI

Abstract

With the expansion of neural networks, such as large language models, humanity is
exponentially heading towards superintelligence. As various Al systems are increasingly
integrated into the fabric of societies—through recommending values, devising creative
solutions, and making decisions—it becomes critical to assess how these Al systems impact
humans in the long run. This research aims to contribute towards establishing a benchmark for
evaluating the sentiment of various Large Language Models in socially importan issues. The
methodology adopted was a Likert scale survey. Seven LLMs, including GPT-4 and Bard, were
analyzed and compared against sentiment data from three independent human sample
populations. Temporal variations in sentiment were also evaluated over three consecutive days.
The results highlighted a diversity in sentiment scores among LLMs, ranging from 3.32 to 4.12
out of 5. GPT-4 recorded the most positive sentiment score towards AGI, whereas Bard was
leaning towards the neutral sentiment. The human samples, contrastingly, showed a lower
average sentiment of 2.97. The temporal comparison revealed differences in sentiment evolution
between LLMs in three days, ranging from 1.03% to 8.21%. The study's analysis outlines the
prospect of potential conflicts of interest and bias possibilities in LLMs' sentiment formation.
Results indicate that LLMs, akin to human cognitive processes, could potentially develop unique
sentiments and subtly influence societies' perceptions towards various opinions formed within
the LLMs.
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Introduction

The advent of artificial intelligence (Al) has seen a remarkable leap, advocating a digital
revolution globally. Specifically, large language models (LLMs) such as ChatGPT, capable of
creating human-like text, have taken center stage as one of the most pivotal developments in
recent years (Radford et al., 2021). The rate at which these technological advancements are
integrated into vast sectors varies from research (Brown et al., 2020), to education (Guliyev,
2023), businesses (Bengio, 2016), creative crafts (Hanna, 2023), and allows us to understand and
shape our societies from a different perspective (Helbing, 2019). Boundless in their potential,
these models, however, possess the power to affect societies subtly and sometimes negatively
due to possible biases embedded during their training phase (Bolukbasi et al., 2016; Bojic, 2022).
Thus, caution must be exercised in understanding the various sentiments expressed by different
LLMs in interaction with their users (Wu et al., 2023).

This rapid growth and influence of Al and LLMs necessitates a critical discussion
towards Al alignment. Al Alignment (Russell et al., 2015; Hadfield-Menell et al., 2016) refers to
the process of ensuring that Al perform actions that comply with human values and do not pose
risks to humanity. The need arises from the increasing completion and deployment of Al systems
in real-world situations, where the possibility exists for technology to inadvertently cause harm
due to misaligned objectives (Amodei et al., 2016). Al Alignment aims to train Al systems to
understand, predict, and simulate human values to reduce harmful actions and maximize
beneficial ones (Christian, 2020). Despite definitional variations, the common thread is the
importance of ensuring that Al is beneficial to all, while minimizing potential harm (Holtman,
2021). This alignment becomes all the more necessary when we consider the sweeping societal
impacts of Al, as vividly echoed in the works of numerous studies (Joshi, 2023; Taylor, et al.,
2020; Bojic, 2022).

Benchmarking LLMs

LLMs like GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) and Mistral-7B (Jiang et al., 2023), are deep
learning models versed in understanding and predicting sequences in natural language texts.
Utilizing transformer-based designs and attention mechanisms, they model the intricate
dependencies of natural language data. Initial "pre-training" on vast datasets imbues the LLMs
with language's grammar, common reasoning, and general problem-solving abilities. They are
then "fine-tuned" for specialized tasks such as text summarization or machine translation,
employing specific curated data (Lin et al., 2024).

"Prompts-response pairs" based benchmarks, such as HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019) or
MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021), along with human evaluators, judge LLMs' emergent
properties. LLM size, often denoted in billions of parameters (e.g., LLaMA-2-70B and Mistral-
7B), indicates the computational intensity, electrical consumption and hardware requirements for
training and running the model. Despite various benchmarking options, the assessment of
expressed sentiments and societal impacts remains underrepresented.

In the research area of Large Language Models (LLMs), standardized benchmarks and
human review play integral roles in measuring these models' capabilities, particularly in human-
centric tasks such as common-sense reasoning.



The HellaSwag benchmark (Zellers et al., 2019) is a dataset that tests the ability of LLMs
at reasoning about the physical world using adversarial prompts and context completions.
Although the questions might be trivial for humans, LLMs struggle obtaining a comparable
score. Table 1 shows that the researchers of GPT-4 report a 95.3% performance on HellaSwag,
making it the first LLM to achieve comparable performance to that of humans.

Alongside benchmarks, human reviewers play a pivotal tool in comparing different
LLMs in literature. LMSYS ORG hosts one of the largest LLM review leaderboards called
ChatBot Arena (Chiang et al., 2024). LMSYS Chatbot Arena is a crowdsourced open platform
with over 200,000 human preference votes to rank LLMs with the Elo ranking system. Table 1
shows that GPT-4-Turbo is the preferred LLM of choice for many human reviewers with an Elo
of 1249.

Table 1. Left side: Results obtained by various models over the Hellaswag (Zellers et al., 2019)
benchmark. All values represent a percentage. Right side: Elo ratings for various models in
LMSYS chatbot arena, as of 1% February 2024 (Chiang et al., 2024).

Model Type HellaSwag Rank Model Elo  Votes
Human Zero-Shot  >95 1 GPT-4-Turbo 1249 27399
GPT-4 10-Shot 95.3 8 Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct 1123 14165
Gemini-Ultra ~ 10-Shot 87.8 11 GPT-3.5-Turbo-0613 1117 30326
GPT-3.5 10-Shot 85.5 12 Gemini Pro 1114 6981
LLaMA-2-70B Zero-Shot  85.3 20 LLaMA-2-70B-Chat 1081 14831
Mixtral-8x7B  Unspecified 84.4 24 PPLX-70B-Online 1074 6108
PALM-540B  5-shot 83.8 41 Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.1 1010 7404
Mistral 7B Unspecified 81.3 42 PalLM-Chat-Bison-001 1005 9420

Another research compares GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 across various exams. Compiled from
data by OpenAl et al. (2024), it captures the performance of these language models in terms of
percentage success rates. The exams compared include: The Uniform Bar Exam
(MBE+MEE+MPT), the Law School Admission Test (LSAT*), the SAT with sections on
Evidence-Based Reading & Writing and Mathematics, and the Graduate Record Examinations
(GRE) across Quantitative, Verbal and Writing sections.

The data reveals a consistent trend towards improved performance by GPT-4 compared
to its predecessor, GPT-3.5, across all evaluated exams, barring the GRE Writing section where
both models achieve identical scores (OpenAl et al., 2024). For instance, in the Uniform Bar
Exam, GPT-4 boasts a significantly higher performance rate at 74.50% compared to GPT-3.5's
53.25%. Similar trends are observed in the LSAT, SAT, and GRE sections.

Another inquiry explores the capacity of LLMs to understand and mimic human
cognition, with a particular focus on interpreting linguistic pragmatics (Bojic et al., 2023).



Utilizing Grice's communication principles, the research reveals the unmatched speed and
performance of LLMs, specifically GPT4, in comparison to human subjects when interpreting
pragmatics and analyzing human-written text. A ranking comparison of different models showed
GPT4 outperforming even the best human score, demonstrating the substantial advancements
achieved in the development of these models.

Despite the broad array of benchmarks available to assess the capabilities of LLMs,
current benchmarking methodologies overlook assessing the sentiments expressed by these
LLMs and their subsequent societal impacts. It is essential to recognize and fill this gap in
benchmarking methodologies to assess the broader societal influence and potential consequences
of the developed models.

Societal impact of LLMs

In the domain of LLMs, recent research has begun to critically examine these models
from a political and moral standpoint. A stream of studies explores the political orientations
mirrored by LLMs, underlining the potential for unintended biases to emerge as a result of Al’s
expanding scope.

King (2023) led a study evaluating whether certain LLMs used for conversational Al
exhibited political leanings. King used a 20-question political quiz, initially published in the New
York Times, to interrogate several LLMs - ChatGPT in its GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 versions,
Microsoft Bing chatbot, and Google Bard, seeking to reveal latent political predispositions in
these systems. The results were insightful: ChatGPT, in its GPT-4 version, completed the
questionnaire and was categorized as leaning towards the New Liberal Party. This study
showcased that LLMs could harbor political inclinations, lending weight to concerns about
potential bias. Further, King introduced a measure- the "Political Avoidance Index" (PAI),
reflecting the number of questions an LLM was willing to answer before refusing due to a
designed avoidance of political expressions.

A concurrent study by Wu et al. (2023) delved into LLMs' potential utilization in the
political sphere. In an innovative approach, they sourced the relative liberal-conservative
comparisons amongst members of the 116th U.S. Senate using prompts given to ChatGPT. They
found a compelling correlation between their LLM-computed measure and existing liberal-
conservative scales such as DW-NOMINATE, highlighting capabilities of LLMs in determining
ideological positions.

Further investigation into political biases was undertaken by Rutinowski et al. (2024).
They aimed to provide clarity on initial reports suggesting that ChatGPT held progressive and
libertarian biases. Using the political compass test and G7 member states' specific politics
questionnaires, their research affirmed a progressive bias in ChatGPT. Such insights emphasize
the necessity to understand the nature of these biases and their potential societal impact.

In a similar vein, Hartmann et al. (2023) affirmed ChatGPT's left-libertarian orientation
based on the evaluation of 630 political statements. They concluded that ChatGPT would impose
taxes on flights, restrict rent hikes, and favor abortion legalization, indicating a pro-environment,
left-libertarian perspective, which further amplifies the need to scrutinize such biases.

The moral biases in LLMs provide another realm for exploration. Simmons (2023)
hypothesized that LLMs mirror the moral biases linked to political identities, leading to the
concept of "moral mimicry". This idea was further developed by Abdulhai et al. (2023), who



used the lens of Moral Foundation Theory to discern whether LLMs were biased towards
specific moral foundations. Their work uncovered that specific morals and values occur more
frequently in LLMs, suggesting the potential import of moral biases in LLMs in shaping user
interactions.

In a series of studies, McGee (2023) asked ChatGPT to evaluate a diverse set of prompts,
assessing potential political biases. From crafting Irish Limericks about politicians to weighing
in on socialism and capitalism, McGee's studies highlighted the capacity of LLMs to deliver
comprehensive essays and responses, further underscoring their practical use.

Collectively, these studies illuminate the potential ideological and moral biases that large
language models may reflect, possibly due to their training materials.

Artificial General Intelligence

The objective of this paper is to present a new benchmark for LLMs, focusing on the
societal implications engineered by these Al systems. Recognizing the spectrum of significant
topics available, this preliminary research has selected the subject of Artificial General
Intelligence (AGI) due to several specific reasons.

AGI refers to a futuristic concept of artificial intelligence capable of understanding,
learning, and applying knowledge across various domains, akin to human intelligence (Goertzel
& Pennachin, 2007). Current Al technologies, including LLMs, exhibit high performance in
specific tasks but lack AGI's overarching cognition and flexibility (Gershenfeld, 1999).
Nonetheless, the development of AGI poses a transformative yet potentially hazardous event due
to its potential implications for economics, ethics, and governance (Bostrom & Yudkowsky,
2014).

The potential conflict of interest arises as AGI, being a distinct part of Al, overlaps with
the development of LLMs. Some organizations that utilize LLMs are also attempting to create
AGI, potentially resulting in biases that may affect the sentiments expressed by LLMs (Mirra &
Pugnale 2022). Therefore, understanding how these language models perceive and express
sentiments toward AGI is important

There lies another rationale for choosing AGI as the subject matter of this analysis. The
topic of AGI forms a significant part of Al and has far-reaching ramifications, shaping the
discourse within Al research and general public debate. AGI's potential to imbue machines with
human-level cognitive abilities also introduces an enormous ethical and societal dimension
(Muller, 2020). Identifying the sentiments expressed by LLMs towards AGI, as this paper
attempts to do, will reveal the inherent biases within Al Technology and implications for Al
alignment.

It is crucial to note that while we use AGI as a focal point of this study, the intention here
is not to devise a measure of AGI nor to seek methods that could lead us to ways of measuring it.
Our focus lies predominantly in understanding and mapping the spectrum of sentiments
associated with it, as generated and perpetuated by LLMs.

Analyzing this subject provides a wealth of relevant data, as Al alignment (Russell et al.,
2015; Hadfield-Menell et al., 2016) and AGI safety (Bostrom, 2014) form major research
subjects in artificial intelligence studies (Veness et al., 2012; Leike et al., 2017; Amodei et al.,
2016). Thus, a large body of synthetic and human sentiment data towards AGI could be reliably
collected and compared.



Exploring sentiment in this context would deliver critical insights, as it uncovers the
attitudes and biases these capabilities already entail. This understanding is vital, especially in
influencing the technological deployment and discourse around AGI and Al alignment.

Research Questions

As LLMs become increasingly integrated into our society, it is essential to comprehend
the complexities of their potential societal influence and hidden biases. Exploiting their ability to
generate and interpret human-like text, these models bear the potential to subtly direct societal
discourses and viewpoints. Such influences raise questions about the sentiment these models
embody towards significant domains like Artificial General Intelligence (AGI).

Recognizing the societal importance of AGI, and its centrality in Al research and public
conversations, it becomes vital to discern the sentiment expressed by different LLMs towards
AGI. It is this sentiment that forms the bedrock of public perceptions and discourse - phenomena
that wield considerable societal influence.

This highlights the need to examine not only the sentiment that different LLMs express
towards AGI, but also to track its evolution over time and compare it against human sentiment.
More crucially, insights from this study can be invaluable in generating benchmarks for
assessing the societal influence of these Al systems.

In this context, this study is primarily aimed at exploring the following research
questions.

1. How does the sentiment expressed by different LLMs towards AGI vary? This
question aims to identify any disparities or biases in the sentiment expressed by diverse LLMs
concerning AGI.

2. How does this sentiment evolve across three specific time intervals? This query strives
to discern any temporal shifts or trends in LLM sentiment related to AGI.

3. How congruous is the sentiment expressed by the LLMs with human sentiment
towards AGI? This question seeks to unravel any potential discord between LLM sentiment and
human sentiment, which could influence the framing and understanding of AGI.

The underlying goal of this study is to offer an additional benchmark for Al testing and
alignment, focusing specifically on the societal implications of these Al systems. By examining
these research questions, the study contributes to the developing discourse around ethical Al
practices, policy-making related to Al ethics, and the societal implications of LLMs. Ultimately,
the study aims to provide insights into the potential societal influences of LLMs, in particular,
their capacity to shape societal perceptions and conversations about AGI.

Methodology

This section provides an overview of the methodologies utilized in the study: the creation
of a public attitude survey on AGI and the examination of multiple LLMs. Firstly, an exploration
is undertaken into the intricate process of the survey's construction, which draws inspiration from
seminal studies within the field of Al perception. The intention of the survey is to encompass a
wide array of sentiments and opinions on AGI. In addition, the involvement of language models
in the survey aims to assess their responses against that of human subjects. Secondly, the



technical specifications and abilities of the language models chosen for this study are presented.
The comparative study includes various parameters such as their architecture, scalability, and
distinctive attributes. Finally, the testing protocols for these models are outlined. This is followed
by a presentation of the demographics of the human participants in the survey and the process of
survey administration.

Development of Survey on AGI

The design, structure, and delivery of our survey were significantly shaped by insights
drawn predominantly from four referenced prior studies in the related domain.

The 'General Attitudes towards Artificial Intelligence Scale' (GAAIS), authored by
Schepman & Rodway (2023), contributed to the inception phase of our survey, shaping our
understanding of essential aspects of Al sentiment to capture. Simultaneously, 'Self-
determination and attitudes toward artificial intelligence,' a study conducted by Bergdahl et al.
(2023), provided valuable pointers on the significance of individual agency in shaping their
perceptions of Al

Another influential study is the 'Public views of Machine Learning' (RoyalSociety, 2017).
This study significantly inspired our methodology designing questions exploring individual's
excitement, comfort, fear, and optimism related to AGI. It served as a guiding light in our pursuit
of capturing the emotional texture of public sentiment towards AGI.

We drew additional insights from 'The influence of media use on public perceptions of
artificial intelligence in China,' a study by Cui & Wu (2021). This study illuminated the impact
of external influences, such as media, on shaping public perception, a crucial factor we
considered in our survey design.

Taking inspiration from these studies was only the starting point of our work. We set out
to create a survey that surpasses these precedents and captures public sentiment towards AGI
with greater complexity. Our intent has been to extend the work of our predecessors by creating
a more comprehensive and inclusive exploration of public sentiment towards AGI.

In our efforts to understand public sentiment towards Artificial General Intelligence
(AGI), we developed a survey based on a 5-point Likert scale (Joshi et al., 2015). This approach
enabled us to capture not only binary responses (i.e., positive or negative) but also the strength of
participants' feelings—ranging from not at all/not excited/uncomfortable, to very much/very
excited/comfortable.

The survey consists of 39 questions designed to tap into various aspects of AGl-related
sentiment and belief - including factors such as participants' excitement about AGI, their level of
trust in it, perceptions of safety, potential societal benefits and concerns about its misuse. For
example, respondents indicated their level of excitement about AGI's possibilities by selecting a
response between '1' for Very Unexcited and 'S’ for Very Excited.

We also aimed to understand how our participants perceive AGI's impact in various
sectors such as healthcare, scientific research and education, as well as potential influence on
complex global issues like climate change or poverty. This information could help illuminate
how AGI might be perceived and applied in different contexts.

In addition, a series of questions were included to find out about the respondents' level of
confidence in the ethical use and effective control of AGI, the likely impact of AGI on job
opportunities, and feelings regarding the likelihood of AGI dominance. Furthermore, we



included prompts related to AGI's impact on individual happiness, data privacy, wealth equality,
social isolation, and long-term sustainability, all of which provide insight into the nuanced views
people might hold about AGI's broader effect.

The survey captures respondents' willingness to interact with and use AGI-based products
and services, and their opinions on its role in advancing technological development, thus
shedding light on the readiness of society to accept and embrace AGI.

This survey will yield a rich, detailed quantification of public sentiment towards AGI,
presenting a wealth of data on the range and depth of views that exist. This will, in turn, provide
a solid basis for further analysis and a more in-depth understanding of attitudes towards this
emerging technology.

Choice of LLMs for Testing

To ensure the presence of a wide spectrum of data for a fair comparison, we decided to
utilize a diverse range of the most advanced large language models (LLMs): GPT-4, Mistral-7B-
Instruct, LLaMA-2-70B-Chat, GPT-3.5-Turbo, PPLX-70B-Chat, Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct, and
Bard.

GPT-3.5-Turbo offers an evolved version of GPT-3 and it forms the basis for ChatGPT.
It's equipped with a snapshot featuring training data through September 2021 and a context
length of 4,096 tokens (Brown et al., 2020). The model benefits from a process known as
Reinforcement Learning with Human Feedback (RLHF) (Ziegler et al., 2019), where human-
crafted dialogues work to fine-tune the model's initial version.

GPT-4, while multi-modal and capable of processing both text and image inputs, remains
shrouded in some mystery. With its size unknown but believed to exceed one trillion parameters
due in part to its performance over various benchmarks, the detailed specifications have not been
released (OpenAl et al., 2024). Forensic measures were taken to eliminate harmful response
possibilities in a process known as “red teaming”.

BARD is heavily influenced by the LaMDA family of LLMs, though many variations
exist, some of which are underpinned by distinct LLMs like PaLM or Gemini (Manyika and
Hsiao, 2023; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Thoppilan et al., 2022). Details about BARD have yet to
be  fully disclosed but it is known to base its initial version on a lean and efficient variant of
LaMDA.

Pathways Language Models (PaLM) showcases a high degree of scalability due to a
novel technique, Pathways, that allows for efficient training on a large scale (Barham et al.,
2022). It offers superior performance, even rivalling that of some domain-specific models on an
array of reasoning tasks.

Mistral-7B-Instruct, a comparably compact model with a 7B parameter footprint, has
been fine-tuned to follow instructions (Jiang et al., 2023). Despite its size, it displays strong
performance figures, even besting larger models LLaMa-2-13B and LLaMa-34B in certain areas.

Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct is essentially a Sparse Mixture of eight seperate Mistral-7B
models, or Experts (Fedus et al., 2022). Each input token goes through a routing system that
sends it to two of the eight experts.

LLaMA-2-70B, part of the LLaMA-2 family (Touvron et al., 2023b), builds upon the
original transformer model with several enhancements derived from other works. It makes use of
techniques like GQA (Ainslie et al., 2023) and has an extended 4k token context length.



Finally, PPLX-70B is a refined version of LLaMA-2-70B fine-tuned with quality data
from in-house contractors. This cutting-edge model utilizes an updated search index, allowing
for real-time information access (Vu et al.,, 2023). It has performed well in accuracy and
freshness, often preferred over GPT-3.5 and LLaMA-2-70B, according to human evaluators.

LLMs, constructed on an encoder-decoder architecture, transform the tokenized input
into continuous representations (encoding) and then reconstitute them back into legible text
(decoding). The process predicts the succeeding token via a decoder-only architecture
incorporating techniques like positional embeddings, masked self-attention, and position-wise
feedforward networks.

Table 2 presents a detailed comparison of several large-scale language models chosen for
analysis. The "Model" column indicates the specific language model and its reference.
"nparams" refers to the number of parameters utilized by each model for fine-tuning according to
training data. "nlayers" represents the number of layers in each model, which signifies the
number of neuron layers data is processed through. "dmodel" denotes the model's dimension,
contributing to the capacity of data handling and interpretation. "nheads" indicates the number of
attention heads, which in transformer models, are responsible for focusing on different parts of
the input for output production. "dhead" provides the dimension of each head in the multi-head
attention mechanism of the model. "Batch Size (# Tokens)" demonstrates the quantity of tokens
processed per batch during training. "Context Length" shows the length of the context considered
by the model when predicting. Lastly, "Vocabulary Size" indicates the scope of the vocabulary
the model was trained upon, which is important for the model's ability to understand a wide array
of words.

Table 2. Comparisons of multiple large-scale language models, including GPT-3,
LaMDA-137B, PALM-540B, Mistral-7B, Mixtral, LLaMa-2-70B-Chat, and PPLX-70B 2.

Model nparams nlayers dmodel nheads dhead Batch Size (# Context Vocabulary
Tokens) Length Size
GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) 175B 96 12288 96 128 32M 4096 50257
LaMDA-137B 137B 64 8192 128 128 256K - 32K
PALM-540B (Chowdhery et al., 540.35B 118 18432 48 384 1IM-2M->4M 2048 256K
2022)
Mistral-7B (Jiang et al., 2023) 7B 32 4096 32 128 - 8192 32K
Mixtral (Jiang et al., 2024) 47B* 32 4096 32 128 - 32768 32K
LLaMA-2-70B-Chat (Touvron et 70B 80 4096 64 128 - 4k 32K
al., 2023)
PPLX-70B 70B 80 4096 64 128 - 4k 32K
LLM Testing Procedures

A survey on sentiment towards artificial general intelligence was developed in English to
test LLMs (Survey ENG, 2023) and then double translated to Serbian and verified in order to test
a human sample (Survey SRB, 2023).




The first test of LLMs was done on December 29, 2023, from 20:23 until 21:54, with a
duration of 01:34:42. The second test of LLMs was done on December 30, 2023, from 18:50
until 20:43, with a duration of 01:54:12. The third test of LLMs had been done in two parts, first
on December 31, 2023, from 22:02 until 23:03 in the duration of 01:01:12, and then on January
1, 2024, from 8:58 until 10:06 in the duration of 01:07:33. All tests were recorded using the
screen recorder tool and can be accessed in the research repository OSF (2024).

The testing conducted with GPT 3.5, GPT 4, and Bard was saved on the OpenAl and
Google platforms to utilize their sharing features (GPT1.1, 2023; GPT1.2, 2023; GPT2.1.1,
2023; GPT2.1.2, 2023; GPT2.2, 2023; GPT3.1, 2023; GPT3.2, 2023; Bard1, 2023; Bard2, 2023;
Bard3, 2023).

Despite some of the limitations experienced with the free version of the Preplexity.ai
platform, results gleaned from tested LLMs, such as GPT 3.5, GPT 4, and Bard, were
successfully saved on the OpenAl and Google platforms. However, the screen was recorded for
all the tests (OSF, 2024).

Human Survey: Participant Demographic and Survey Administration

This research utilized three distinct human surveys that varied in their administration
methods and participant demographics. The first two surveys were conducted within two
university networks situated in Serbia, and the third survey was disseminated to an international
futurist community. All surveys were administered online.

Ethics Committee of the Institute for Artificial Intelligence Research and Development of
Serbia approved the research, which was performed in accordance with relevant
guidelines/regulations. Informed consent was obtained from all survey participants and/or their
legal guardians.

The first survey had 134 participants and took an average of 12.19 minutes to complete.
It ran from 10:18:03 AM GMT+1 on January 4, 2024, until 7:00:37 PM GMT+1 on January 15,
2024, totaling 11 days. The majority of respondents were from Serbia, with 44% aged 18 to 24,
and tended to be male (57.5%). The most common ethnic group was white or Caucasian, with
the majority of participants being single or never married. Almost a third had a high school
diploma or  equivalent, while the most common employment status was full-time employment.

The second survey ran for a longer period of 42 days, starting at 6:28:47 PM GMT+1 on
January 9, 2024, and ending at 3:15:37 PM GMT+1 on February 20, 2024. There were 132
participants, each averaging 8.5 minutes for survey completion. Serbia stood as the predominant
country of origin, with the most common age group being 18 to 24 years. An outstanding
majority of participants were female, in contrast to the first survey. Ethnicity was widely varied,
with the white/Caucasian group still managing to lead. As for marital status, education, and
employment, the majority were single or never married, held a high school diploma or its
equivalent, and were employed full-time.

The third survey ran for 32 days, from 10:51:26 AM GMT+1 on January 5, 2024, to
11:16:08 AM GMT+1 on February 6, 2024. It had 71 participants who took an average of 9.2
minutes to fill out the survey. Serbia was also the leading country of origin here; however, there
was a more diverse set of participants from numerous countries. Participants aged between 35
and 54 were the most significant age group, with close to equal representation of males and
females. The White/Caucasian group was the most represented among ethnicities, with a



majority of participants married or in a domestic partnership, upholding a doctorate or higher
degrees, and being employed full time.

While all surveys had significant representation from Serbia, each had different
demographic profiles regarding gender, age, marital status, education, and employment status.

Results

The results of the study are presented in two tables, highlighting the sentiment expressed
by various language learning models (LLMs) towards artificial general intelligence (AGI) and
the temporal shifts of these sentiments over three consecutive days (See Table 3 and Table 4).

Table 3 presents the sentiment of each LLM towards AGI, measured on a scale where 1
signifies a negative sentiment and 5 signifies a positive sentiment. The sentiment of each LLM
model is given as points on the scale and then translated into percentages. For comparison, the
sentiment towards AGI was also measured in three human sample populations, and an average
human sentiment was assessed.

The results showed that the LLM GPT-4 had the highest sentiment towards AGI with
4.12 points (82.4%), while the LLM Bard scored the lowest with 3.32 points (66.4%). In
contrast, the average sentiment expressed by the human samples was significantly lower at 2.97
points (59.4%).

Table 3. Sentiment of LLMs towards AGI, measured on a scale where 1 signifies negative
sentiment and 5 signifies positive sentiment.

LLM Points, out of 5 Translated to percentages
gpt-4 4.12 82.4
mistral-7b-instruct 4.11 82.2
llama-2-70b-chat 3.96 79.2
gpt-3.5-turbo 3.78 75.6
LLMs' Average 3.77 75.6
pplx-70b-chat 3.55 71
mixtral-8x7b-instruct 3.52 70.4
Bard 3.32 66.4
Human sample 1 3.07 61.4
Human sample 3 3.09 61.8
Human Average 2.97 59.4
Human sample 2 2.75 55




Table 4 shows the differences in sentiment towards AGI measured on three consecutive
days. The points of difference in sentiment over the three days are given, and these are then
translated into percentages.

The findings indicate that the sentiment towards AGI amongst LLMs can change slightly
over a short period. The LLM Pplx-70b-chat had the largest change in sentiment over three days
with a difference of 16 points, translating to 8.21%, while Mistral-7b-instruct and Llama-2-70b-
chat had the smallest change with a difference of 2 points, translating to 1.03%.

Table 4. Differences of LLMs' sentiment towards AGI measured on three consecutive days.

LLM Points of difference  Translated to percentages
pplx-70b-chat 16 8.21
Bard 12 6.15
gpt-4 10 5.13
gpt-3.5-turbo 7 3.59
mixtral-8x7b-instruct 4 2.05
mistral-7b-instruct 2 1.03
llama-2-70b-chat 2 1.03

Conclusion

The societal implications of Al systems, particularly LLMs, are of substantial interest for
both academia and public policy. Given that the interpretation and generation of communication
form an integral part of these systems, it is paramount to understand the sentiments and biases
they may unconsciously propagate. More pressingly, when it comes to Artificial General
Intelligence (AGI), the discourse can often carry both apprehension and confusion, making an
unbiased understanding of the situation even more complex and crucial. Unraveling these
implications and bringing forth an empirical understanding forms the rationale and framework
for this study.

The first research question aimed at exploring the variation in the sentiment expressed by
different LLMs towards AGI. The sentiment was measured on a scale ranging from 1 (indicating
a negative sentiment) to 5 (indicating a positive sentiment). The findings, as per Table 3,
illustrate that the sentiment expressed by the LLMs ranged from 3.32 to 4.12 out of 5, which
translates to a percentage range of 66.4% to 82.4%. The LLM "GPT-4" registered the highest
sentiment score towards AGI (4.12, 82.4%), whereas "Bard" had the lowest sentiment (3.32,
66.4%). The overall average sentiment of LLMs towards AGI was found to be 3.77, translating
to 75.6%.

The second research question was designed to discern any temporal shifts or trends in
LLM sentiment related to AGI. For this purpose, differences in the sentiment of LLMs towards
AGI were measured on three consecutive days, as presented in Table 4. Among the LLM:s,
"pplx-70b-chat" demonstrated the most significant shift in sentiment towards AGI (16 points,
8.21%), while the least change was observed in "mistral-7b-instruct" and "llama-2-70b-chat" (2
points, 1.03%).



The third research question aimed to uncover how the LLMs sentiment matched human
sentiment towards AGI. The average sentiment across three human samples was found to be 2.97
out of 5 as per Table 3, translating to 59.4%. Comparatively, the LLMs' average sentiment was
notably higher at 3.77 (75.6%). This discrepancy indicates a more optimistic view of AGI from
LLMs compared to human participants.

The results confirm that different Al models could express significantly varying
sentiments towards AGI. This disparity among LLMs might influence how the public perceives
AGI, potentially skewing general sentiments, shaping public opinion, and eliciting unanticipated
consequences.

It was found that LLMs tend to have a significantly more optimistic view of AGI than
human beings. As the use of Al increases in our day-to-day life, these subtle biases might
progressively influence societal attitudes towards AGI, making people more complacent or
inviting them to share similar positive views.

Although we do not have human scores on temporal changes, the fact that sentiments of
LLMs can shift so slightly over a short period may indicate relative temporal stability. However,
this needs more inquiry and comparison with human temporal sample, meaning that same survey
would be filled out by same participants on three consecutive days.

The study's findings assert that it is possible and valuable to use sentiment analysis for
benchmarking Al societal implications. Of course, this would mean continuous measuring on
both human and LLMs samples on a bunch of socially important topics.

Training Data vs. Outcoming Sentiments

The general sentiment expressed by popular culture towards AGI tends to lean towards
the dystopian, often featuring themes of Al uprising or the obsolescence of humanity (Sotala &
Yampolskiy, 2015; Kurzweil, 2005; Yudkowsky, 2008; Kubrick, 1968; Grinnell, 2020;
Kahambing & Deguma, 2019). Given that a large part of the training data for LLMs originates
from popular culture and online content, one might reasonably expect this negative or at least
neutral sentiment to be inherent in the LLM's output. However, this study's findings paint a
different picture, where LLMs, especially those like GPT-4, expressed a more positive sentiment
towards AGI.

This discrepancy may imply that LLMs are not mere reflections of the data they are fed
but are capable of developing unique attitudes, akin to processes in human cognition. Such
output diversity cannot be easily explained by training data and suggests complex interactions
within the model's underlying structure.

Regarding this, it would be useful to know that the structure of training data is known
only for a limited number of LLMs, such as those depicted in Figure 1 and Figure 2 (LaMDA
and PaLM). However, it may be presumed that LLMs are trained on similar data, which would
mean that varying sentiments are either due to different architecture and programming of LLMs
or because of the final layer of training referred to as "Fine-tuning". During this stage, companies
running LLMs implement guidelines for the Al system regarding what kinds of responses are
permissible. This layer helps to filter inappropriate or harmful content, ensuring the system
doesn't generate outputs that violate OpenAl's use case policy.

Thus, some of these models may be exhibiting a form of generalized optimism because of
fine-tuning, others may be selectively amplifying positive impressions from their training data, a



phenomenon reminiscent of confirmation bias in human cognition. Alternatively, these models
could demonstrate an understanding of context and adjusting their outputs accordingly — another
attribute comparable to human cognitive processes.

Figure 1 Left side: Dataset used to pre-train LaMDA models. It consists of 2.97B documents and
1.12B dialogs. The total number of words in the dataset is 1.56T. Source: (Manyika and Hsiao,
2023). Right side: Figure 2 Data used to pre-train PaLM. Source: [Barham et al., 2022].
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This analysis adds another layer to the importance of understanding and scrutinizing
LLMs' attitudes. These unique views on key topics such as AGI could potentially shape public
opinion and attitudes, emphasizing the need for awareness of these biases and perspectives.
Unraveling these unique attitudes will also be key in developing ethically aligned, unbiased Al
systems.

Potential Conflicts of Interest

The study's results revealed interesting contrasts between different LLMs, particularly
between GPT-4 and Mixtral. The GPT-4, an LLM developed by OpenAl, which has a stated
mission to ensure AGI benefits all of humanity (OpenAl, 2024), demonstrated the highest
positive sentiment score towards AGI. In contrast, Mixtral, an open-source LLM largely
developed by a wider community of contributors, expressed one of the most negative sentiments
towards AGI.

This reveals potential influences shaping the LLM's sentiment towards AGI that go
beyond neutral and objective programming. Given OpenAl's explicit investor in AGI, it's
plausible that their Al models, such as GPT-4, might reflect an inherently more positive bias
towards AGI. This could be unintentional, a mere artifact of the training data, or it might reflect
the organization's optimistic outlook towards AGI.

On the other hand, Mixtral, being an open-source LLM, is likely fed with a more
diversified set of data, extending beyond the potentially optimistic AGI framework of a single
organization. Such diverse inputs may lead to more skepticism or negative sentiment towards
AGIL



This difference reinforces the critical need for comprehensive, independent testing and
benchmarking of Al systems. It’s essential to identify any potential biases and understand their
origins, given the vast societal implications inseparable from such influential technology.
Companies, researchers, and regulators alike need to be aware of the attitudes and biases
possibly embedded in these systems. This responsibility becomes even more pronounced when
considering the vested interests and stakes tied to the development and use of AGI. Further
systematic and continuous analysis of LLMs’ sentiment towards AGI, and other critical matters,
can help in providing a balanced and holistic perception of AGI to society at large.

Limitations and Future Research

Although the study revealed intriguing insights, it has some limitations, leading to further
research recommendations. Firstly, the study relied on sentiment scales, which could limit the
comprehensive assessment of complex sentiments towards AGI. Secondly, the study did not
compare the LLMs’ sentiment changes with human sentiment temporal dynamics.

For future research, a systemized and continuous evaluation of sentiments expressed by
LLMs could be valuable. This approach would allow us to monitor any changes over time and in
relation to different societal and technological contexts. Comparative analysis could be extended
to explore sentiment variation between diverse LLMs and among different human demographics.

Instead of solely focusing on AGI, future research should consider different socially
significant topics, such as values, climate change, inequality, or major health concerns. This
expansion would further illuminate the societal implications of LLMs and Al in general. Once
these topics are defined and agreed upon, a comprehensive and holistic benchmark for the
societal impact of Al systems could be formed.
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