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ABSTRACT

In various fields of activity, where Artificial Intelligence is 
used to supplement or replace human reasoning, there is 
an increasing amount of concern being raised about the 
need for public disclosure of A.I. use.  This proto-paper will 
highlight some of the potential problems stemming from the 
widespread use of undisclosed A.I. processes.  

The sheer complexity of A.I. technologies require a sharp focus 
on simplicity, user-friendliness and general accessibility when 
proposing methods of disclosure.  The goal of this proposed 
method, the De La Chevrotière Ratio (or HI2AI Ratio) is to 
declare the presence of A.I. in a way that may be understood 
by the general public at large, while including a way for people 
to easily visualize the proportional presence of A.I., compared 
to the expected human involvement in a given context.  
Additional goals of this proto-paper are to display examples of 
use cases, to propose guidelines for formatting the Ratio, as 
well as recommendations about the voluntary or mandatory 
implementation in different contexts.  
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

The presence of Artificial Intelligence algorithms for artistic, scientific, academic, 
government, security, military, financial, commercial, corporate, media 
communications, manufacturing and transportation applications is growing in 
ubiquity at a rapid pace.  Broadly speaking, there are very little, if any, indication 
allowing the end-user (or target) of such applications to perceive and quantify the 
use of A.I.  Therefore, since there is generally no way for end-users (or target) 
of an A.I.-generated content to determine the level of “artificiality” within a text, 
product, situation or interaction, it is impossible to manage or assess the quality 
and quantity of A.I.-generated words or processes.  

The undisclosed use of Artificial Intelligence may pose various problems when 
applied to different sectors of activity, including but not limited to:

- The artistic use of A.I. may cause confusion about the provenance of creativity, 
and the authenticity of emotions expressed within works of art, literature, drama, 
music, etc;

- The media use of A.I. is widespread, and the problems associated with bots 
are becoming well-known, such as mass influence, polarization, fake news 
dissemination, and many more. Most social media corporations do not disclose 
enough information about the scope of bot utilization within their platforms;

- The commercial use of A.I. may cause the unethical camouflage of automated 
persuasion techniques and customer influence methods (such as profiling 
and voice-mining), disguising its true purpose of selling and upselling.  Human 
impersonation may fool customers into believing they are dealing with 
compassionate and comprehensive customer service;

- The political use of A.I. has also been widely discussed (and negatively perceived) 
in the public sphere, mostly regarding the automated generation of massive 
quantities of politically-motivated discourse influencing social and mass media, 
often directed by hostile or unethical actors;
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- The academic use of A.I. is broadly considered as beneficial to scientific 
advancement, but its undisclosed application may at times blur the provenance 
of theoretical ideas, conceal automated bias which could affect the scientific 
impartiality of research, or impair the quality assurance of generative tasks such 
as coding. 

-The problem of undisclosed A.I. contributes to the general public’s aversion 
toward machine interaction, as people may feel frustrated that they have been 
fooled into the false impression that they are dealing with a human entity capable 
of empathy. 

The disclosure of Artificial Intelligence poses a central problem in itself, which 
is a lack of perceived accessibility by the general public.  Because of the 
technological complexity and novelty of ubiquitous A.I. algorithms, because of 
the wide spectrum of A.I. applications, and because of the population’s variable 
lack of awareness on the topic, disclosing multi-faceted algorithmic uses might 
pose problematic communication challenges.  The main difficulty would be the 
sufficient simplification of a transparency protocol capable of reaching the near-
totality of human populations - notwithstanding cultural, language, sophistication 
and education parameters.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
 

According to a Brookings Institution report on AI transparency requirements [1], 
“there’s immediate value to a broad requirement of AI-disclosure: reducing fraud, 
preserving human compassion, educating the public, and improving political 
discourse. And since we are only now in the first decade of modern AI, we may 
later find ourselves especially thankful for setting a standard of transparency for 
reasons not apparent today.”

The same Brookings Institution report [1] states that “these AI models are 
getting better very quickly. A series of cutting-edge models released by research 
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labs like the Allen Institute for AI, Google AI, and OpenAI are pushing the state 
of the field. They can write graphic stories [2]  and assist in formulaic news 
reporting like that found in sports and finance coverage.[3]  They are also 
starting to learn to debate competently.[4]  The Duke Reporters Lab is even 
hopeful that AI can fact-check in real time[5] —a critical step to acting believably 
human. While many of their flaws will persist, AI systems do not have to be 
perfect to be convincing. They just need to be good enough to take advantage of 
a busy and distracted person.”

In 2018, California’s state legislature has already passed the Bolstering Online 
Transparency (BOT) act, nicknamed the “Blade Runner” bill. This legislation 
requires bots operating on the internet to disclose themselves if they incentivize 
a commercial transaction or influence an election. [6] 

In 2018, Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., has introduced U.S. federal legislation 
that would require social media companies to enforce bot disclosure 
requirements (in addition to banning political entities from using AI to imitate 
people). [7] 

About three-quarters of Americans ages 18 to 29 and 30 to 49 (78% and 76%, 
respectively) have heard of bots, compared with 58% of those ages 50 to 64 
and about half of those 65 or older (49%).   About three-quarters of Americans 
with a college degree (78%) have heard of social media bots, compared with 
55% of those with only a high school education.  About eight-in-ten of those who 
have heard about bots (78%) find this practice to be acceptable. [8]     

Currently, Twitter allows bots on the website if they do not otherwise violate rules 
like the platform manipulation and spam policy.[9]  In a 2018 Senate Intelligence 
Committee hearing, both Facebook and Twitter suggested that they were going 
to work toward bot disclosure. [10] 

A recent randomized experiment showed that when chatbots did not disclose 
their automated nature, they outperformed inexperienced salespeople. When 
the chatbot revealed itself as artificial, its sales performance dropped by 80%. 
[11]
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Customers may feel uncomfortable in talking with computer programs for 
personal needs or letting chatbots assist in purchase decisions. That is, humans 
may prejudice that chatbots lack personal feeling and empathy, perceiving bots 
as less trustworthy with payment information and product recommendations. 
[11]

Roughly a third of the content published by Bloomberg News uses some form 
of automated technology. The system used by the company, Cyborg, is able to 
assist reporters in churning out thousands of articles on company earnings 
reports each quarter. [3]

“Maybe a few years ago A.I. was this new shiny technology used by high tech 
companies, but now it’s actually becoming a necessity,” said Francesco Marconi, 
the head of research and development at The Journal. “I think a lot of the tools in 
journalism will soon by powered by artificial intelligence.” [3]

“With fast-developing technologies like A.I., organisations are forced to think 
about the ethical consequences in a structural way.  Technically, a lot is 
possible,” says Tjeerd Wassenaar, partner at Deloitte Risk Advisory with a focus 
on ethics and corporate values. “Now companies have to decide how far they 
want to go. Currently, there is no clear policy on this in most companies. The 
case of Google employees protesting against their own company indicates that 
many people in the organisation do not feel that these boundaries have been 
set.” [12]

A Deloitte report about A.I. Transparency and Responsibility reminds us: “Living 
in a world in which companies know more about our children than we do 
ourselves made people feel uneasy. Since then, the number of incidents in which 
the use of data and advanced or A.I.-powered algorithms caused controversy 
has exploded. Every week there is something in the news: hacks, leaks, data 
breaches, algorithmic bias and privacy infringements. By now, large technology 
companies are even formally warning investors of ethical uncertainties around 
A.I.“ [12]
 
According to a Forbes article, “a transparency assessment is sorely needed 
by the industry. In order to trust AI, organizations need models they can trust. 
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It’s very hard to trust any model or any third party source without having 
transparency into how those models operate. While there are no doubt many 
organizations and standards bodies working on similar efforts to improve model 
transparency, there clearly needs to be some consensus in the industry on 
methods for transparency for the industry to see the long-term gains it hopes to 
achieve with AI.” [13]

In a recent Fast Company article, it is opined that “while there are benefits 
to (A.I.) systems, it is naïve to think they are exclusively designed to inform 
customers—they may also be intended to change behavior, especially toward 
spending more money. We can also expect to eventually find AI systems behind 
celebrity chatbots on platforms such as Instagram and WhatsApp. They will be 
pitched as a way to bring stars and their fans closer together, but in reality their 
goals may be to sell pseudoscientific health supplements or expensive athleisure 
brands. As the technology improves and the datasets expand, AI will only get 
more effective at driving sales, and customers should have a right to know this 
influence is coming from automated systems.” [14]

A blog post from ThinkAutomation explains: “Without AI transparency, we can’t 
see when a result stems from an error. For unimportant tasks, this is less of 
a problem. Yes, it’s better if AI is always correct and fair. But an AI’s mistaken 
conclusion that you’d like to watch a programme about fishing will never 
negatively impact the rest of your life. Now, though, it’s entering important and 
critical applications. It’s influencing convictions, medical treatment, financial 
decisions. The kind of things that have a heavy impact on a person’s life. And 
suddenly, it’s crucial we understand — and can verify — the reasoning behind an 
AI’s output. If AI gets it wrong, it could hurt lives.” [15]

Another insight from the same ThinkAutomation blog post: “A follow-up 
study published in 2020 [16] saw that automation bias also comes into play. 
Automation bias is a phenomenon in which humans favour suggestions from 
computers. So much so, in fact, that they ignore information to the contrary, 
even if it’s correct. The study saw that people would trust AI, even when they 
didn’t understand the explanations. Further, participants regularly didn’t question 
clearly incorrect output. In other words, there’s a tendency to over-trust 
automated decisions.”  [15]
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The “De La Chevrotière Ratio” is named after its conceptor, Philippe R. De La 
Chevrotière, a Québécois artist living on the Canadian west coast.  Without any 
technological or engineer background, he is a career street busker, amateur 
philosopher and concept designer.  The humble origins of a protocol named 
after a street busker adds a people-powered, grassroots connotation to the 
ratio’s deployment, highlighting its non-academic, non-corporate, not-for-
profit, unaffiliated independence, adopted to safeguard the integrity human 
consiousness.

PROPOSED SOLUTION: THE HI2AI RATIO

The “De La Chevrotière Ratio”, also known as the “HI2AI Ratio”, is proposed as 
a general-use, voluntary divulgation of A.I. participation in producing a digital 
interaction or an informational product (e.g. a chatbot or websites, books, 
essays).  After further research and development, its application could be 
extended to any activity involving the use of an A.I. algorithm.

The ratio’s main objective is to be easy to understand, recognize and expect by 
the general public.

 The De La Chevrotière Ratio is designed to over-simplify the disclosure of A.I. 
activity, as well as offer a quantified estimate of its presence, proportional to the 
human origins of a given interaction or product.

The HI2AI first appeared on the cover of the book “IMAGINOIDS: Dream Journal 
of an A.I.”, on the top-right of the cover page.  The mention “HI2AI 1:10” discloses 
that a human author wrote approximately 10% of the words contained in the 
book, excluding the Appendix.
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PROPOSED MEANING AND CALCULATION OF 
THE HI2AI RATIO

It is technically consisting of the abbreviation “HI2AI” followed by a ratio (e.g. 
0:1, 1:1 or 25:17), which means “Human Intelligence to Artificial Intelligence 
Ratio”.  In most use cases, the ratio’s numbers represent a percentage-based 
quantification comparing human implication (left-side number) to A.I. implication 
(right-side number).  

Use case examples: 

- The ratio of a book in which 68% of the words are written by a human author, 
and 32% are A.i.-generated would be HI2AI 25:17

- The ratio of a magazine article entirely written by a human, without any A.I. 
assistance, would be HI2AI 1:0

- The ratio of a novel written by a human who consistently used an A.I. to 
help with ideas, composition, and plot twists (without any measurable textual 
distinction between human and machine writing) would be HI2AI 1:1

- An article analyzing 17th century poetry, in which the author uses A.I. to help 
with roughly 25% of his analytical effort (without textual distinction) could display 
an HI2AI 4:1 for the article while each 17th century poem would display an HI2AI 
1:0.

- The ratio of a sports news article in which a journalist wrote the first 20%, 
before using an A.I. model to generate the rest, would be HI2AI 1:5 

- The ratio of an entirely automated (100%) chatbot would be HI2AI 0:1, if the 
chatbot announces the conversation is monitored by John from Tech Support, 
the ratio would become HI2AI 1:1, and if a complex question requires John to 
fully take over the conversation, the ratio would become HI2AI 1:0
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- The ratio of a military drone manned by an A.I. pilot, but requiring a human 
operator to plot courses and make lethal decisions, would be 1:1

- The ratio of a medical prescription for complex combinations of cancer drugs, 
in which case an A.I. took 100 man-hours of research, and the doctor took 10 
hours of research to validate and double-check A.I.’s findings, could be either 
HI2AI 1:10 or HI2AI 1:1 (to be discussed by health industry ethicists).

- The ratio of a scientific experiment’s paper in which an A.I. generated all of the 
theoretical research work, estimated as the workload equivalent of 50 scientists 
in the field, but was supervised and verified by two human professors, could 
be either HI2AI 2:50 or HI2AI 1:25 or simply HI2AI 1:1 (to be debated by the 
scientific community in each field)

PROPOSED FORMATTING OF THE HI2AI RATIO

An established formatting guideline for the HI2AI Ratio would allow readers 
and consumers to instinctively know where to look, and where to expect the 
disclosure of Artificial Intelligence activity.

This proposed formatting would situate the HI2AI Ratio in a black, white or grey 
rectangle on the cover or header image of books, magazines, academic papers, 
online posts or online articles.  For content without a cover or a header image, 
in print or online, the HI2AI Ratio would be inserted at the end of the author’s 
name.  For interactive use cases, such as a chatbot, the HI2AI Ratio would 
be inserted at the end of the name found in the introductory greetings, and if 
applicable, at the end of the name identifying each chat replies.

On the cover of a print publication, such as a book or magazine, it would be 
situated vertically at the bottom-right , covering an approximate width of 1/16 
of the page and a height of 1/6 of the page.  On the cover image heading a blog 
or a social media post, it would be situated horizontally at the bottom-right, using 
the same proportions (approx. width of 1/6 of the image and a height of 1/16 
of the image).  For vertical header images on mobile, the same proportions 
would apply vertically.
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PROPOSED DISCLOSURE PROTOCOL: 
VOLUNTARY OR MANDATORY?

This proposal does not intend to evaluate the best choice between voluntary 
and mandated disclosure of the HI2AI Ratio, but rather to recommend different 
approaches customized to various fields of A.I. utilization.

In the field of written publications (books, magazines, blogs, etc) this proposal 
recommends that the HI2AI Ratio remains as voluntary as possible.  More 
notably in the realm of fiction or creative writing, it would become difficult to 
measure how much a text-generating A.I. influenced the author, making an exact 
word count fastidious if not nearly impossible.  For this reason, among others, it 
would be recommended to let an author evaluate the Ratio voluntarily, including 
rough estimates when necessary - fulfilling the purpose of simplification.

In the field of commercial use, such as chatbots and automated 
communications, this proposal recommends that a basic disclosure of A.I. 
presence becomes mandated by law, as California did in 2018.[6]  This proposal 
would encourage public pressure towards corporate adoption, reminding 
businesses that the loss of sales performance [11] caused by such disclosure 
may be eventually counter-balanced by the enhanced customer trust, loyalty, and 
respect engendered by an ethical public image.

In the fields of academic use and scientific research (such as essays and 
research papers), this proposal recommends that A.I. disclosure gains 
popularity as an ethical voluntary decision, to eventually become mandated 
within customized parameters by academic institutions.  For example, 
universities could adopt different protocols for mandating the HI2AI Ratio in 
various scientific contexts.  Interestingly, major universities’ use cases could 
spark an exchange of ideas and experiences, leading to an agreement between 
institutions, establishing a generally recognizable pattern based on the necessity 
of understanding the HI2AI Ratio uniformly in each scientific field.   
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In the field of government and military use, this proposal recommend civilian 
oversight of a self-regulation mechanism, eventually mandating the use of the 
HI2AI Ratio by law.

In the field of electronic entertainment (such as video games), this proposal 
recommends that the studio team credits include various voluntary instances of 
the HI2AI Ratio in separate categories, such as script writing, coding, and more.  
Smaller independent game studios may also use the Ratio to show that they 
have not used any A.I. assistance, reinforcing their “indie” status.  

In the field of medical use of A.I., this proposal recommends that a basic 
disclosure of A.I. presence becomes mandated by law, considering the critical 
impact of a patient’s health-related decisions.

CONCLUSION

The adoption of the De La Chevrotière Ratio would initiate a trend towards the 
disclosure of A.I. activities in comparison to human involvement.  There seems 
to be a widespread consensus about the need for ensuring that people are 
informed of A.I.’s participation in cultural products, commercial interactions, 
official communications and scientific applications.  The seemingly one-size-fits-all 
format of the Ratio may still enable various customizations depending upon the 
context of A.I. use cases, while maintaining its simplicity.  By offering an easily 
understood, simplified code for disclosing the presence of A.I. to the general 
public, in relation to an expected human intervention, it becomes possible 
to involve a quantitative estimate without overloading the public’s mind with 
qualitative complexity.  The voluntary integration of the HI2AI Ratio in various 
modes of communication should be mandated by relevant authorities when an 
A.I.’s output may critically affect human life.  The disclosure of A.I. can ultimately 
become a turning point in the harmonious flourishing of human intelligence, 
allowing a smooth adaptation to an increasingly digital world.
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