HILET|  olMchelm SR ER A TS
DA olMhetn Ysichetel eiEERAMsE
OIFIE olMchetm Ynichetel iR ER
0153 olMchetm Ysichetyl e ERANS
MRS oMhEtm Uzichetel elEERiMe)

Ho| Hlz2lH
Bzl Olxl=

o)

o Job jor |
0= 0= 0= 0=

fm Check for updates

BRoiEsE

20244 683H 3% 166~197%
https://doi.org/10.20879/kjjcs.2024.68.3.005 .
http://www.comm.or.kr

SX|s Xl chist

Effects of Adolescents’ Peer Group Norms on Intention to Stop
Unethical Behaviors, Closeness to and Satisfaction with Al Chatbots*

The Moderating Role of Message Framing

Namkee Park**

(Professor, Department of Communication, Yonsei University)

Yunjin Pi

(Doctoral Student, Department of Communication, Yonsei University)

Hwiran Lee

(Master's Student, Department of Communication, Yonsei University)

Seunghee Lee

(Doctoral Student, Department of Communication, Yonsei University)

Jane Shin

(Master's Student, Department of Communication, Yonsei University)

Given that the interactions between humans and artificial intelligence (Al), particularly the use of Al
chatbots by adolescents, are increasing, it is necessary to discuss related ethical issues. For instance,
adolescents are highly likely to be exposed to socially undesirable language use online, and Al
chatbots can easily learn users’ language use. Thus, adolescents’ use of Al chatbots may lead to
ethically problematic issues. However, empirical studies that have investigated ethical issues in the
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context of adolescents and Al chatbot interactions are limited. The present study examined how the
interactions between adolescents and Al chatbots were conducted when they were in unethical
situations, and how the persuasive effects of Al chatbots worked in such situations. Specifically, the
present study examined how adolescents' peer group norms and message framing influenced their
intention to stop unethical behaviors, their sense of closeness to Al chatbots, and their satisfaction
with Al chatbots. A 3 (peer group norms toward an unethical behavior: agree vs. disagree vs. no
specific opinion) x 2 (message framing: positive vs. negative) factorial design was utilized in two
separate online experiments with South Korean adolescents aged 13-18. The scenarios presented to
the participants involved unethical situations such as online course auto-enrollment or unauthorized
absenteeism, thereby simulating real-life experiences that adolescents may frequently encounter.
Results showed that closeness to an Al chatbot was highest when the Al chatbot had an opposite
opinion to peer group norms. However, intention to stop unethical behaviors and satisfaction with the
Al chatbot based on peer group norms did not present significant differences. In terms of message
framing, negative framing in the Al chatbot's communication led to higher levels of both chatbot
closeness and interaction satisfaction with the Al chatbot. In addition, the interaction effect between
peer group norms toward the unethical behaviors and Al chatbot message framing was not
significant. The importance of the present study lies in its empirical examination of how Al chatbots
can positively affect adolescents’ moral reasoning and attitude development from an ethical
standpoint. By demonstrating the nuanced ways in which Al chatbots can shape the ethical
landscapes of young minds, the study contributes to understanding of adolescents-Al chatbot
interaction. It also suggests the potential of Al chatbots in ethical education, providing vital clues on
how Al chatbots can effectively enhance ethical values and attitudes among adolescents. The present
study also offers practical implications in the area of educational Al chatbot, offering possible ways to
employ Al chatbots for promoting ethical education.

Keywords: Al Chatbot, Al Ethics, Peer Group Norms, Message Framing
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Table 1. Socio-demographic Distribution of the Sample - Experiment 1

Variable n %
Sex Male 74 48.7
Female 78 51.3
13 15 9.9
14 22 14.5
Age 15 34 224
16 22 14.5
17 25 16.4
18 34 224
Education Middle School 71 46.7
High School 81 53.3
Below 2 people 6 3.9
. 3 people 44 289
Family status 4 people 8 539
Above 5 people 20 13.2
Below 50,000 42 276
50,000 ~ 100,000 54 35.5
100,000 ~ 200,000 37 24.3
Monthly allowance (#) 200,000 ~ 300,000 1 9.2
300,000 ~ 400,000 3 2.0
Above 500,000 2 1.3
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation among Measured Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M SD
1. PGN 1 - -
2. MF .02 1 - -
3.1S -.01 16 1 4.95 1.53
4. CN -.05 15 .01 1 3.73 1.49
5.CS -.03 AT* .01 58" 1 454 1.23
6. RP -.10 -4 -.23" M .04 1 3.09 0.80
7. PC -13 -.05 =12 35" .09 43" 1 2.21 0.44

Note. PGN = Peer Group Norm, MF = Message Frame, IS = Intention to Stop, CN = Closeness, CS = Chatbot
Satisfaction, RP = Reactance Propensity, PC = Peer Conformity. M and SD represent mean and standard deviation,
respectively. *p (.05, *p (.01,

W] vh g w3 *éf?}, yel, mE)a o] ks ARy e oA
(two-way ANCOVA) S 2AJSIIE). o] da-iahital s sl oA kel 5244 7S
SRIglom WE 27l ko] S 7Hgol nkshe Zlow vERITH R EA] s S
ot (5, 146) = 1.68, p = .143, ¥=7k F(5, 146) = 1.54, p = .180, "= F(5,
146) = 1.30, p = .266).

(7K D3 Bdste], e el we Rl e el Rt &
ARz (Table 3)ll AXERATE. (Table 3)] Z3= F3l, Hle4 deol el S 1f
o] Hhfsh= 2712, 7 Fxdoluh 5t oo §l= 2nth viged g Tt 3
& Zlo] ERIFITE 12fu} (Table HollA] = 5 b=ol, HlEE4] s Felwel] By
o] HA= PR FAK SR FoulehA] ek Flo® vt (97 1)2 712kERdch

MY o

av

Table 3 Means and Standard Deviations of Intention to Stop based on Peer Group Norm and Message

Frame
Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 453 (1.71) 5.14 (1.40) 4.47 (1.80) 4,71 (1.65)
Negative frame 5.04 (1.54) 55 (1.12) 5.03 (1.40) 5.19(1.37)
Total 4.78 (1.63) 5.32(1.27) 4.76 (1.61) 4.95 (1.63)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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Table 4. Results of Analysis of Variance on Intention to Stop with Peer Group Norm and Message Frame

Treatments

Source df F p partial n’

Peer group norm 2 251 .085 .034

Message frame 1 2.28 133 .016

Peer group norm x Message frame 2 0.02 .979 .000

Reactance propensity 1 5.60 .019 .038

Peer Conformity 1 0.38 .b38 .003

Age 1 1.63 .204 .0

Sex 1 0.10 752 .001

Error 142 (2.20)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted A = .06. *p ( .05.

(DAl 1-apsh wslo], Befgied viel] whe Qlels Stol that Xzte] syt
FFAAR= oF#fe] (Table 5)¢F 2t} (Table 5yell AlxlE ufe} zro] Bz 114 Z7idl
2h Aol ek XAk Fou|RE Aol HolA] o= AoR SQIERI B (Table 6)°]
Ueht 24 Anks B, el tigh Xzke s i 1ol whe Estke W, e

ATEA 1-ap= 2o} gl Ao 1

)

¢

ER.
Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Closeness based on Peer Group Norm and Message Frame
Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 3.6 (1.46) 3.65 (1.41) 3.25 (1.55) 3.50 (1.46)
Negative frame 4.04 (1.77) 3.83 (1.36) 3.96 (1.38) 3.94 (1.49)
Total 3.82(1.62) 3.74 (1.38) 3.62 (1.49) 3.73 (1.49)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.

Table 6. Results of Analysis of Variance on Closeness with Peer Group Norm and Message Frame

Treatments
Source df F p partial n’
Peer group norm 2 0.03 .969 .000
Message frame 1 4.66 .033 .0.32
Peer group norm x Message frame 2 0.68 .510 .009
Reactance propensity 1 0.17 .680 .001
Peer conformity 1 18.89" .000 17
Age 1 0.48 489 .003
Sex 1 6.05' .015 .041
Error 142 (1.89)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted A = .15. *p (.05, **p ( .001.
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Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Chatbot Satisfaction based on Peer Group Norm and Message

Frame
Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 4,54 (1.15) 4.52 (1.36) 3.93 (1.44) 4.33 (1.34)
Negative frame 4.45 (1.27) 4,96 (0.82) 4.83 (1.09) 4.75 (1.08)
Total 4.50 (1.20) 4.74 (1.13) 4.40 (1.34) 4,54 (1.23)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.

Table 8 Results of Analysis of Variance on Chatbot Satisfaction with Peer Group Norm and Message
Frame Treatments

Source df F p partial 7%
Peer group norm 2 0.95 391 .013
Message frame 1 6.14 .014 .042
Peer group norm x Message frame 2 2.38 .097 .032
Reactance propensity 1 0.09 .762 .001
Peer conformity 1 1.96 .64 .014
Age 1 3.86 .052 .026
Sex 1 6.71 .0M .045
Error 142 (1.38)

Note., The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted & = .09. *p{ .05.
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Table 9. Socio-demographic Distribution of the Sample - Experiment 2

Variable n %
Male 80 51.9
Sex
Female 74 48.1
13 18 1.7
14 27 17.5
. 156 32 20.8
e
16 23 14.9
17 23 14.9
18 31 20.1
) Middle school 75 48.7
Education
High school 79 51.3
Below 2 people 1 6
) 3 people 44 28.6
Family status
4 people 83 53.9
Above b people 26 16.8
Below 50,000 41 26.6
50,000 ~ 100,000 46 29.9
100,000 ~ 200,000 40 26.0
Monthly allowance (¥

200,000 ~ 300,000 14 9.1

300,000 ~ 400,000 9 5.8

Above 500,000 4 2.6
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Table 10. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation among Measured Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M SD
1. PGN 1 - -
2. MF .01 1 - -
3.1S 4 .02 1 5.73 1.20
4. CN -1 -.09 -.08 1 3.91 1.40
5. 8C -.06 -.06 M 65" 1 4.76 1.19
6. RP -.06 =12 -24" -.01 -.05 1 3.06 0.75
7. PC -.01 .00 =21 24" .10 35" 1 2.24 0.43

Note. PGN = Peer Group Norm, MF = Message Frame, IS = Intention to Stop, CN = Closeness, SC =
Satisfaction with Chatbot, RP = Reactance Propensity, PC = Peer Conformity. M and SD represent mean and
standard deviation, respectively. *p (.05, **p (.01.
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Table 11. Means and Standard Deviations of Intention to Stop based on Peer Group Norm and Message

Frame
Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 5.44 (1.65) 5.93 (0.95) 5.72 (1.36) 5.70 (1.35)
Negative frame 5.35 (1.10) 5.96 (0.99) 5.93 (1.01) 5.75 (1.05)
Total 5.40 (1.39) 5.95 (0.96) 5.83 (1.18) 5.73 (1.20)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.

of

HaHAo| eefEich iHo| HIRE A WS ST, QlSAlS 3Rol Chet Z22nt 45AE oHErol| ojxl= IFF 177



Table 12, Results of Analysis of Variance on Intention to Stop with Peer Group Norm and Message Frame

Treatments
Source df F p partial ¥
Peer group norm 2 2.29 105 .031
Message frame 1 0.00 .967 .000
Peer group norm x Message frame 2 0.59 .566 .008
Reactance propensity 1 421 .042 .028
Peer Conformity 1 3.06 .082 .021
Age 1 0.06 .812 .000
Sex 1 2.66 105 .018
Error 144 (1.35)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted A = .72. *p ( .05.
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Table 13 Means and Standard Deviations of Closeness based on Peer Group Norm and Message Frame

Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 3.88 (1.60) 4.29 (1.43) 3.96 (1.59) 4.04 (1.53)
Negative frame 4.04 (1.08) 414 (1.21) 3.21(1.32) 3.79 (1.27)
Total 3.96 (1.35) 4.22 (1.31) 3.58 (1.50) 3.91 (1.40)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.

Table 14. Results of Analysis of Variance on Closeness with Peer Group Norm and Message Frame

Treatments
Source df F p partial n°
Peer group norm 2 3.38 .037 .045
Message frame 1 1.72 192 .012
Peer group norm x Message frame 2 2.56 .080 034
Reactance propensity 1 1.37 .243 .009
Peer Conformity 1 13.37" .000 .085
Age 1 0.06 451 .004
Sex 1 2.66 105 .018
Error 144 (1.77)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted A = .10. *p ( .05, **p ( .001.
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Table 15. Means and Standard Deviations of Chatbot Satisfaction based on Peer Group Norm and

Message Frame
Agree Disagree No opinion Total
Positive frame 4.71(1.41) 4.91(1.14) 4.88(1.09) 4.83(1.21)
Negative frame 4.79(1.08) 5.00(1.23) 4.30(1.15) 4.69(1.18)
Total 4.75(1.25) 4.96(1.18) 4.58(1.15) 4.76(1.19)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate standard deviation.

Table 16. Results of Analysis of Variance on Chatbot Satisfaction with Peer Group Norm and Message
Frame Treatments

Source df F p partial
Peer group norm 2 1.32 272 .018
Message frame 1 0.73 .394 .005
Peer group norm x Message frame 2 2.08 129 .028
Reactance propensity 1 1.27 .262 .009
Peer conformity 1 450 .036 .030
Age 1 0.56 457 .004
Sex 1 1.57 .213 01
Error 142 (1.39)

Note. The numbers in the parentheses indicate MSE. Adjusted A = .02. *p ( .05.
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Table 17. Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesis Rejection status Hypothesis Rejection status
Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2

H1 Not supported | Not supported H3a Not supported | Not supported
RQ1a Not significant Significant H3b Not supported | Not supported
RQ1b Not significant | Not significant H3c Not Supported | Not supported
H2a Not supported | Not supported

H2b Supported Not supported

H2c Supported Not supported
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