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Abstract
In this paper, I offer a reply to Lavazza (2025), who states that using an LLM as a 
co-author to apologize to a partner – far from compromising second-person authen-
ticity – can improve relational morality. I agree that some valuable aspects of the 
relationship may be enhanced in the co-authorship context; however, the second-
person authenticity standard cannot still be adequately met. At best, using ChatGPT 
as a co-author might be compatible with a scenario in which the second-person 
authenticity assessment is suspended and postponed to a later point in time; this 
allows us to capture a potential diachronic dimension in such an assessment that has 
not yet been explored. In the remainder of the article, I criticize Lavazza’s Kantian 
argument and offer some clarifications on the analogy between using ChatGPT and 
friend-suggested communication, as well as on the terminology used.
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1  Introduction

In his insightful commentary, Lavazza (2025) provides relevant reflections that com-
plement my argument (Battisti, 2025). In this reply, after briefly presenting both my 
view and Lavazza’s main claims, I offer some further clarifications and responses to 
his arguments aimed at continuing the urgent discussion on the mediating role of AI 
in human-to-human relationships.

According to my view, using LLMs such as ChatGPT to fulfill authenticity-
based obligations –  namely, specific non-transferable obligations in relationships 
that require one to personally perform a particular task – is generally problematic 
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because it fails to respect what I call “second-person authenticity”. This form of 
authenticity is recognized by the other party within the relationship (e.g., one’s part-
ner) as long as: (a) the agent is the author of a given action, which implies directly 
performing it, namely undertaking the cognitive and emotional process required to 
bring it about; (b) the resulting action or behavior is in line with the agent’s practical 
identity as it has emerged in the relationship with the partner. A paradigmatic exam-
ple of authenticity-based obligations is apologizing or resolving an argument with 
one’s partner in romantic relationships.

According to Lavazza, ChatGPT – far from undermining second-person authen-
ticity – can, in some circumstances, enhance relational morality. More specifically, 
Lavazza proposes a variation on my hypothetical case of Jamie and Kia, a couple 
who have an argument. To solve it, in my original case, Jamie copies and pastes the 
messages into ChatGPT, reviews the responses and sends them to Kia; in Lavaz-
za’s version, rather than massively relying on ChatGPT, Jamie better refines their 
prompt, adjusting the language until it produces a message that they find appropri-
ate, even making modifications to the chatbot’s responses. According to Lavazza, 
this version more clearly illustrates a sort of shared authorship with ChatGPT.

In light of the possibility of such a shared authorship, Lavazza offers two argu-
ments in favor of the idea that using ChatGPT can enhance the relationship: (1) 
Jamie may become aware of their limited cognitive and emotional capacities in a 
specific situation and, by using ChatGPT, might find new words they would not have 
found without it, which could provide more effective tools to convey messages to 
Kia; (2) stemming from a Kantian ground, Lavazza argues that moral worth does not 
stem from an authenticity expressed through harmony between actions and inclina-
tions, but from acknowledging obligatoriness of a given course of action. In this 
view, there is something morally commendable, if Jamie, moved by a good will, 
uses ChatGPT to comply with their duty to apologize with Kia.

2 � Co‑authorship, Second‑person Authenticity and the Diachronic 
Dimension

I address (1) and (2) in turn, starting with some preliminary clarification. I agree 
with Lavazza that not all uses of ChatGPT undermine second-person authenticity. 
In my paper, I presented the example of language translation during an argument 
for couples who do not share the same native language. Furthermore, I agree that 
the potential blameworthiness in using ChatGPT to fulfill authenticity-based obli-
gations comes in degrees: since the aim of my contribution was to present a novel 
moral-philosophical concept, I proposed cases in which there is clearly either a lack 
or a presence of authenticity in using ChatGPT in the fulfilment of authenticity-
based obligations; however, it is true that there can be a great variety of cases where 
the conclusion regarding authenticity is more blurred, such as the one proposed by 
Lavazza.

One general question is whether, in this co-authored case, Jamie adequately 
complies with the authenticity-based obligation. To answer this, recall that to ful-
fill authenticity-based obligations, Kia must appreciate – through a second-person 
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authenticity assessment – whether Jamie, the person with whom she is in the rela-
tionship, meets the conditions (a) and (b). However, even in the case of co-author-
ship with ChatGPT, I doubt that such an assessment can be adequately made. This 
is not because there is no cognitive or emotional process undertaken by Jamie or 
because the message is hugely inconsistent with the individual’s practical identity; 
in fact, in the variation proposed by Lavazza, Jamie is more actively involved than 
they are  in my version. But in co-authorship context, it is still difficult for Kia to 
isolate Jamie’s contribution and determine who produced what. Thus, in Lavazza’s 
example, there is an inescapable opacity in the joint work between Jamie and Chat-
GPT, which makes the authenticity assessment hard to carry out. This assessment is 
also difficult because it is unclear whether the relationship can be sustained without 
external assistance. In other words, it is hard to properly identify the subject of the 
relationship, since the fulfillment of the obligation is shared with an external author: 
ChatGPT.

To preserve the possibility to meet second-person authenticity while still receiv-
ing support from ChatGPT, its use should be limited to functionalities that do not 
attribute to it any form of authorship. Again, language translation is the clearest 
example of this, but I concede that other usages can be accepted, including correct-
ing typos or asking ChatGPT whether certain parts of one’s message are unclear or 
might be misunderstood by the partner. In such cases, ChatGPT acts not as a  co-
author but rather as a proofreader, preserving Jamie’s practical identity, their cogni-
tive and emotional labour, and Kia’s ability to recognize these aspects.

Although co-authorship cannot fulfill authenticity-based obligations, it is none-
theless true that other valuable aspects of the relationship can be enhanced. Chat-
GPT’s use could be an expression of Jamie’s commitment to their partner, as long 
as they are transparent about having used ChatGPT. Moreover, as Lavazza observes 
in his argument (1), by sharing co-authorship with ChatGPT, Jamie could also dem-
onstrate an initial willingness to learn to acquire the words and thoughts they pre-
viously lacked and recognized as missing, in order to effectively address a certain 
problem in the couple, leading to frustration.

Lavazza’s example emphasizes that there is a plurality of valuable aspects within 
a relationship that are not reducible to one another. This plurality allows us to con-
sider that in the scenario he proposes in (1), even though Jamie fails to fulfil the 
obligation based on authenticity, the situation may still be open-ended. Kia may be 
willing to assess second-person authenticity not immediately, but later – in light 
of the commitment Jamie may demonstrate and their willingness to learn to better 
apologize. Lavazza’s contribution is thus hugely important as it helps to highlight 
a potential diachronic dimension in fulfilling an authenticity-based obligation with 
ChatGPT – a point I had not adequately considered earlier. The diachronic element 
matters, as it helps us to appreciate that relationships are not reducible to isolated 
interactions but consist in exchanges reiterated over time.

In sum, yes: ChatGPT can effectively enhance some aspects of the relationship 
without necessarily compromising second-person authenticity; but it is important to 
reiterate that the use of ChatGPT in itself cannot say anything about the fulfillment 
of the authenticity-based obligation and the respect for second-person authentic-
ity. At best, the use of ChatGPT may be compatible with a scenario in which the 



	 D. Battisti    72   Page 4 of 6

assessment of second-person authenticity is suspended and postponed to a later 
time. Lavazza seems to agree on this, in particular when he says that if Jamie fails 
to demonstrate that “he has truly learned something about how to engage with his 
partner in situations of disagreement or misunderstanding” (Lavazza, 2025, 3), Kia 
might not consider the authenticity-based obligation fulfilled.

3 � A Reply to Lavazza’s Kantian Argument

Let us now turn to (2), the Kantian argument which I view more skeptically for two 
reasons. First, second-person authenticity does not require that an agent’s actions 
align with their inclination. The concept of inclination and that of authenticity 
are distinct. The former refers to an agent’s pre-reflective propensity to behave in 
a certain way under certain circumstances; more broadly, authenticity concerns a 
more complex sphere of behavior that certainly involves inclinations, but also how 
a person manages those inclinations. In other words, one may have certain inclina-
tions but still rationally recognize that, at times, those inclinations are problematic 
– because they may harm others – and therefore acknowledge the need to limit them, 
while preserving their practical identity and, consequently, second-person authen-
ticity. It follows that when a person has an authenticity-based obligation, this does 
not mean that they should act in harmony with their inclinations; rather, the person 
should deal with this required task without the possibility of delegating it to some-
one or something else. For example, suppose I am someone who never apologizes 
because I’m full of myself, and I do something very wrong to my partner, something 
that would require apologizing. If second-person authenticity required acting just 
according to one’s inclinations, then I should not apologize at all. But that is not 
what I want to argue. What I argue is that I—the arrogant person my partner unfor-
tunately decided to be in a relationship with—should bear the cost of fulfilling the 
obligation to apologize, even if this frustrates my inclinations.

Second, recall that, according to Lavazza, Jamie may be morally commendable 
for using ChatGPT as they feel morally obligated to repair the conflict with Kia. In 
this context, Jamie faces two options: to solve the disagreement with Kia without 
ChatGPT, delivering apology X, or to use ChatGPT and deliver apology Y, where 
Y is a better apology than X (e.g., more persuasive, deep, and effective). Contra 
Lavazza, I believe that from a Kantian perspective, it is doubtful that Jamie has a 
duty to deliver apology Y, since it exceeds their current capacities. Kant asserts that 
an agent has a moral obligation only if they have the capacity to perform the action 
(Kant, 1781/1929); in other words, “ought implies can”. However, what seems to be 
implied by Lavazza’s argument is that Jamie has an obligation to perform Y. Admit-
tedly, the Kantian principle may allow for different interpretations depending on 
how we define “can”: one may argue that Jamie can perform Y precisely because 
ChatGPT is available; but if we consider the obligation to fix things with Kia an 
authenticity-based one, we can reasonably argue that, in that moment, Jamie cannot 
have this kind of capacity without failing to fulfill the obligation. Therefore, Jamie 
might have an obligation only to perform X. Of course, Jamie might have a duty in 
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the long run to cultivate their skills to perform Y, but at current time there is no obli-
gation based on Kantian grounding to perform Y.

4 � Final Clarifications on Analogy and Terminology

For reasons of space, I do not discuss other interesting aspects of Lavazza’s com-
mentary such as the argument that – drawing from an extended mind perspec-
tive – in a future where we may access an LLM directly and in real time (e.g., via 
brain–computer interfaces), problematic cases like the one involving Jamie and Kia 
could apparently evaporate. This conclusion may be persuasive in a speculative sce-
nario, but it does not undermine my argument’s relevance in the present when peo-
ple are increasingly integrating AI into messaging or email.

I conclude with two clarifications. First, Lavazza states that he is not convinced 
by the way I dismissed the analogy between the help provided by ChatGPT and that 
offered by a friend. However, I did not entirely dismiss the analogy. I do maintain 
that problems with second-person authenticity can even arise in contexts where 
friends suggest what a person should say to their partner. In this sense, the reflection 
on AI and second-person authenticity is precisely a way to re-examine moral intui-
tions surrounding friend-suggested communication – typically seen as unproblem-
atic – in light of second-person authenticity requirement (Battisti, 2025, 15). From 
this perspective, the analogy makes perfect sense. The potential differences I pointed 
out can be appreciated on another level: the frequency and scope of AI’s role in 
mediating human relationships. AI is potentially very effective at mediating human-
to-human relationships, is unlikely to have moral issues or refuse what is asked of 
it, and is always available. Therefore, its ease of access may undermine authenticity-
based obligations more frequently and systematically, compared to friend-suggested 
communication.

Second, a terminological note. Lavazza sometimes refers to second-person 
authenticity as “relational authenticity”. When writing my paper, I considered this 
term, but I am hesitant to use it. In my view, the term “relational authenticity” is 
better suited not to describe a situation in which one person recognizes the partner’s 
behaviour as authentic, but  rather to capture  the authenticity of the product of the 
relationship itself: a form of authenticity in which both partners are co-authors. For 
example, when two people love each other, we may appreciate their love through the 
lens of relational authenticity. Second-person authenticity, by contrast, refers to the 
recognition by one partner of the authenticity in the other’s behavior.
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