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Figure 1: An incomplete taxonomy of Al shaming terms. More detailed definitions are given in Section 2.

Abstract

Al shaming is a social phenomenon in which negative judgements
are associated with the use of Artificial Intelligence (AI). This in-
cludes comparing someone’s work with Al-generated work as a
means of disparagement, voicing suspicion or alleging that some-
one has used Al to undermine their reputation, or blaming the
poor quality of an artefact on Al use. Common justifications of
Al shaming include recourse to AI’s societal harms, its technical
limitations, and lack of creativity. I argue that, more fundamentally
than any of these, Al shaming arises from a class anxiety induced in
middle class knowledge workers, and is a form of boundary work
to maintain class solidarity and limit mobility into knowledge work.
I discuss the role of Al shaming in protecting the privileged class
of knowledge work and its attendant harms.
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1 Introduction

This paper interrogates a bundle of social phenomena that associate
negative judgements with the use of Artificial Intelligence (hence
Al). This bundle includes comparing someone’s work with AI-
generated work (regardless of whether it really involved Al) as
a means of disparagement, voicing a suspicion that someone has
used Al as a means of undermining their reputation or integrity,
blaming the apparently poor quality of an artefact on Al use, or
simply shaming someone for using Al (Section 2).

Such slurring, disparagement, allegation, blaming, and shaming
is typically supported by one or more of a set of common arguments:
Al output is of poor quality, Al cannot be creative, Al causes societal
harms, and so on (Section 3).

In this paper, I argue that these phenomena in fact arise from
a class anxiety induced in knowledge workers, and are a form of
boundary work performed by knowledge workers to maintain class
boundaries and limit mobility into knowledge work (Sections 4
and 4.1). In this reading, the increasingly common refrain “AI could
have written this” is not so much a pithy taunt, but rather a classist
slur, indicative of wounded and anxious privilege. Moreover, it is
complicit in the systematic exclusion of underprivileged groups
from entering the class of knowledge professionals.

Not only are boundaries to knowledge work constructed through
the aforementioned discursive blaming and shaming practices, but
they are also crystallised in the form of organisational and insti-
tutional rules and codes of ethics which delineate permitted uses
of Al from those forbidden (Section 4.2). Underlying these codes is
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knowledge materialism: a latent notion of ownership over knowl-
edge work, which is not confronted directly but instead modulated
into a morality of knowledge work wherein actions that threaten
the material prosperity of knowledge workers are deemed immoral.

Unlike the pressure put on the working classes by industrialisa-
tion, which found its ultimate salvation in the propositions of Marx,
Generative Al puts pressure on a privileged class by threatening to
erase the moat it has so carefully dug between itself and those less
privileged. Thus, to understand Al shaming as a response to the
effects of Generative Al on the class identity of knowledge workers,
it is less instructive to invoke the industrial revolution (though this
analogy is still useful to understand changes in the nature of pro-
duction). Instead, I briefly suggest alternative historical analogies
to Al shaming and institutional codes such as sumptuary laws and
protectionist policies (Section 4.3).

The proliferation of formal and informal shaming practices in-
duces a cavalcade of societal harms, including psychological disor-
ders, racial discrimination, and chilling effects (Section 5).

The implications of Al shaming are complex, raising the ques-
tions of how it might be resisted, whether it serves useful functions
that ought to be preserved, and whether the erasure of shaming will
aid in fulfilling the potential of Generative Al to improve social mo-
bility or merely reconfigure class boundaries (Section 6). However,
one clear implication for our research community — an exceed-
ingly privileged class with steep boundaries and deep incentives for
maintaining them - is to become reflexively conscious of Al sham-
ing, to avoid and resist it when possible, and to consider whether
our discourse and institutional codes are merely accessories to an
exclusive and inequitable enaction of class solidarity.

2 A Provisional Taxonomy of AI Shaming
Phenomena

Negative associations with Al can manifest in a number of subtly
distinct and overlapping phenomena. In particular we are interested
in cases where an individual or group of people are associated with
one or more artefacts that may or may not have been generated in
a workflow involving Al These phenomena vary along the follow-
ing principal dimensions: (1) whether AI is known to have been
used, and (2) whether the person or the artefact is the target of the
negative association. To distinguish these different cases, I propose
the following provisional taxonomy:

(1) Shaming: drawing attention to someone’s confirmed use
of Al with a negative moral judgement or reflection on that
person.

(2) Allegation: raising suspicion of someone’s unconfirmed use
of Al with a negative moral judgement or reflection on that
person.

(3) Slur: comparing someone’s work which is confirmed not to
be using Al with Al-generated work, as a means of critique
or negative reflection on that person’s abilities.

(4) Hard blaming;: critiquing the quality of an artefact that
involved a confirmed use of Al attributing its perceived low
quality directly to the use of AL

(5) Soft blaming: critiquing the quality of an artefact with no
confirmation of the use or non-use of Al, hypothesizing a
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link between its perceived low quality and the potential use
of AL

(6) Disparagement: comparing the quality of a confirmed non-
Al artefact with Al-generated artefacts, as a means of critique
or negative reflection on that artefact.

These definitions are summarised in Figure 1. For the remainder
of this paper, “shaming” will be used as an umbrella term that en-
compasses all these phenomena. As we will see, real-world episodes
of shaming often involve multiple phenomena. For example, it is
common for both the person and the artefact to be judged nega-
tively in the same discourse, so depending on the status of known
Al use, we encounter both shaming and hard blaming, or allegation
and soft blaming, or a slur and disparagement simultaneously.

This taxonomy is necessarily provisional, incomplete, and sim-
plified for the purposes of this paper. It could be further divided
and extended; for instance it may be useful, where the use of Al is
unconfirmed, to distinguish between cases where discussants are
genuinely interested in discovering whether Al use is involved (so
that the discourse may potentially be “hardened” into hard blaming
and shaming), and cases where the actual use of Al is not important
and the underlying intent is to slur or disparage.

3 A Provisional Taxonomy of Arguments in
Support of Al Shaming

Behind the complex collection of Al shaming phenomena is an even
more complex constellation of ideas and arguments that justify a
negative association with Al The arguments fall loosely into one of
three primary categories: arguments from society and materiality,
arguments from technical basis, and arguments from creativity.
These are invoked to support secondary categories such as “Al
cannot be creative”.

An incomplete taxonomy of arguments invoked to support Al
shaming is given in Figure 2. The arrows in this figure may be
read as “implies” relations. For example, “Al makes errors” implies
“Al output is of poor quality”. In common discourse, primary and
secondary categories are often intermixed, and often a leap is made
from a primary category directly to the conclusion that a negative
judgement is warranted (performing the “transitive closure” of the
arrows in the diagram; thus arrows could be drawn directly between
primary arguments and the final judgement). Implications are also
made beyond those directly represented, e.g., “Al cannot transcend
training data” implies “Al cannot be creative”, and “Creativity
requires struggle / labour” implies “Al degrades work”, but arrows
for these are excluded as are transitive closure relations for clarity
of the figure.

As with the taxonomy of Al shaming phenomena, this taxonomy
of supporting arguments is necessarily provisional and incomplete,
serving mainly to establish a context for the subsequent discussion
in this paper, rather than claiming to be definitive. As with the
shaming taxonomy, a more comprehensive analysis based on a large
and replicable shaming corpus would make for interesting future
work. These categories of shaming arguments are now illustrated
with examples.
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Arguments from society and materiality Arguments from technical basis Arguments from creativity
| Al has a high environmental footprint | | AT only predicts tokens | | Creativity requires humanity |
| Al cannot transcend training data | | Creativity requires struggle / labour |

| Al data practices are unethical | | Al makes errors | | Creativity requires expertise |
| Al causes job loss |
| Al degrades work |

\ 4
| Al harms people | | Al output is of poor quality | | Al cannot be creative

A 4

| A negative judgement is warranted |

Figure 2: An incomplete taxonomy of arguments in support of Al shaming. Arrows may be read as “implies” relations, e.g., “Al
degrades work implies Al harms people implies A negative judgement is warranted”.

Arguments from creativity. Nowhere is the narrative of loss and
deterioration more intense than in the application of Al to art. Hu-
manity is posited as an essential element of creativity and art: “there
is art in anything done by a human, and when humans are removed
from a task, so is the art” [38]. The absence or retreat of human
involvement in works of art and literature is often cited as ipso
facto undesirable, and thus justifies shaming. For instance, ...]
the prospect of a machine capable of writing a book seems almost
unbearably sad. An assault on a profound aspect of what it is to be a
human being. [...] to believe a machine is capable of producing litera-
ture is to misunderstand what literature is [...] A feeling reconstructed
by a machine [...] has no human hand to reach out to us [...] even a
conscious machine could not really make art” [44].

Some theorise that art is the result of “choices at every scale”,
and that there is no “opportunity to make a vast number of choices
using a [e.g.] text-to-image generator”; as a result those who think
Al generated content is acceptable are tasteless novices, unculti-
vated dilettantes, “people who think they can express themselves
in a medium without actually working in that medium”, complicit
in “a fundamentally dehumanizing technology” [16]. A related and
extreme form of this argument is that art involves struggle that
originates in the divine struggle of creation: “The day of rest [in
the Book of Genesis] is significant because it suggests that the cre-
ation required a certain amount of effort on God’s part [...] some
sort of artistic struggle”; and because “ChatGPT rejects any notion
of creative struggle [...] by mechanising the imagination it renders
our participation in the Act of Creation as valueless and unnecessary
[...] that songwriter [...] who is using ChatGPT to write his lyrics [...]
is participating in the erosion of the world’s soul and the spirit of
humanity itself and to put it politely should f**king desist if he wants
to continue calling himself a songwriter” [14].

A case where an artist claimed copyright of Al-generated work
(Allen v. Perlmutter, No. 1:24-cv-2665 (D. Colo. 2024)) [11] has been
the subject of much shaming. One commentator rejects the artist’s
characterisation of Al as a tool such as a brush or a camera through
the creativity-requires-struggle/labour argument [50]: “a brush or a
camera does not create anything for you. You, behind the camera and
the brush, still have to make the art. This [AI] does it for you. [...] You
still have to be talented in order to use the tools like a brush or camera
to create art. When it comes to AL you don’t have to have talent
at all” Notably, the appeal to labour extends beyond the labour
required in the act of creation, to include the labour expended in
acquiring the skills of artistry: ‘T am not a talented artist at all. I
took two years of art courses and only marginally improved. That
is something you have to work at for years. With Al art, I type in a
single sentence, and it does it for me.” The shaming continues with
appeals to work degradation and job loss: “the problem comes when
you try and copyright it, you try and sell it, or you try and deceive
people with it, or you try and use Al art tools as a means of pushing
out real artists.”

Arguments from society and materiality. Other common acces-
sories to Al shaming are the ideas that automation leads to job loss,
or to the deterioration in the quality of experience of a profession.
These are, of course, all lay recapitulations of Braverman’s work
degradation thesis [10], in many ways itself a reinvention of the
Marxian fable for the 20! century. For instance: “as an Al annotator
[...] I was very aware of the irony of my situation. Large language
models were supposed to automate writers’ jobs. The better they be-
came through our work, the quicker our careers would decline. And
so there I was, feeding our very own Moloch.” [24]. Commentators
recoiled in horror at the suggestion that “your grandchildren will
be the last generation to read and write” made (apparently without
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irony) by an evangelist of Al-generated videos [48]. Besides work
degradation, arguments from society and materiality also invoke
the disputed use of copyrighted resources and the attendant social
impacts, and the environmental footprint of the high material and
energy costs involved in Al system development and operation.

Arguments from technical basis. The technical underpinnings of
A, such as reductionist descriptions of its mechanism in terms of
next-token prediction, or its alleged delimitation by its training
data, are often cited as reasons for the perceived inferiority of
Al-generated content. Corollaries include its disembodiment and
lack of human-like reasoning and understanding. For instance, an
article by Bender [8] begins by restating that “LLMs are nothing
more than statistical models [...] set up to output plausible-sounding
sequences of words, following through by shaming users for using
a chat interface for information retrieval: “The chatbot interface
invites you to just sit back and take the appealing-looking Al slop as
if it were "information". Don’t be that guy.”

Al output is of poor quality. The perceived inferiority of Al-
generated content is also mobilised directly in support of shaming.
For example, consider the derogatory epithet “slop: a term of art,
akin to spam, for low-rent, scammy garbage generated by artificial
intelligence”, which threatens to “crowd out human creativity and
intentionality with weird AI crap” [54]. The contemptible culprit-
winners of the “slop economy”, then, are those who constitute “a
thriving, global gray-market economy of spammers and entrepreneurs,
searching out and selling get-rich-quick schemes and arbitrage oppor-
tunities, supercharged by generative AI” [54]. Not surprisingly, as we
will revisit, the ire is drawn at entrepreneurs from the Global South,
whose ungrammatical prompts are often paraded as exhibits in slop
vilification (e.g., [54]). Commentators complain of a “mental slop
tax” — the burden of diligence in detecting (and then presumably
ignoring) Al-generated content: “Those of us who have no interest in
engaging with slop find ourselves performing a new kind of labor every
time we go online [...] We look twice to see whether a “farmhouse” has
architecturally nonsensical windows, or whether an X account posts
a suspiciously high volume of bot-ishly generic replies, or whether
a Pinterest board features portraits of people with too many fingers.”
[15]. Commentators claim that as a result, “the human internet is
dying”, using incendiary and value-laden metaphors such as “in-
fecting”, “polluting”, and “bastions [...] being overrun” to describe
the introduction of Al-generated content to the internet [39].

A typical shaming post on social media [23] combines many
of the themes discussed so far; an appeal to the limitations of the
algorithm: “they [AI models] work out what the most likely next word
will be. That’s it.”, a contrast to humanity: “it’s not a brain, it’s not
like a human”, appeal to the metaphysical “retrodiction” thesis, i.e.,
the idea that novelty cannot arise from reuse of materials:! “it’s
not capable of being better than the information it’s fed. And what’s
it eating? [...] Al-generated crap”, its disputed practices regarding
intellectual property: “it’s also reading my friends’ books, without
paying”, its financial and environmental footprint: just one iteration
of ChatGPT cost $63m AN HOUR for THREE MONTHS to train’,
raising the spectre of job loss: “Don’t tell me you’ve made a fun new

The idea that reuse precludes novelty is not consistent with the way many artistic
domains conceive of reuse [58].
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tool "for when you don’t have a content designer”, because agencies
will believe you - and they’ll try and cut costs by cutting headcount”,
ending with light shaming: “nobody is really engaging their brains.
They’re just accepting these tools at face value”.

It is not the purpose of cataloguing these arguments to refute
them or deny their validity. They may well be truthful and justified
reasons for imparting a negative judgement on an artefact or person
by association with Al. However, I will suggest that while possibly
true, these arguments cloak a deeper underlying motivation for
shaming, of which may the shamer may not even be conscious.

This motivation is that Al is seen as a threat. The particular
form of threat that Al poses is to an identity possessed by the
shamer, that they covet, that they value materially and spiritually,
and that maintains its value through exclusivity. This is the class
identity of the professional; most commonly that of the knowledge
worker. The work degradation and job loss arguments come close
to revealing this motivation, but there is a subtle distinction: those
arguments emerge primarily from the experience of individuals;
from their perspective, jobs are lost to bogeymen of automation
and corporate rapacity, or an anonymous, undifferentiated mass of
unskilled opportunists. In contrast, the latent motivation for sham-
ing precipitated by the threat to identity emerges from processes
by which a group forms an interior solidarity — a class solidarity
- to defend itself and consolidate its control over resources from
a well-defined outgroup. In particular, Al enables an outgroup of
less-enculturated workers (the shamed), those without access to
privileged education and professions, albeit those with the affinity
for technology and a certain entrepreneurial grit, to competently
perform knowledge work that was heretofore the preserve of a
privileged elite (the shamers).

These arguments are always raised by those who can “pass” in
society without Al assistance, those whose training and encultur-
ation furnishes them with access to, and equips them to perform,
exclusive and valuable knowledge work professions. As those elites
with “notational privilege” determine the boundaries of creativity
in law [58], so those with what might be called epistocratic privilege
delineate the boundaries of acceptable Al use in knowledge work.

4 Demarcating Knowledge Work: AI Shaming
as Boundary Work

Al shaming is very clearly a form of boundary work [25], originally
defined in the context of professional scientists as “Construction of
a boundary between science and varieties of non-science”, which “is
useful for scientists’ pursuit of professional goals: acquisition of intel-
lectual authority and career opportunities; denial of these resources
to "pseudoscientists"; and protection of the autonomy of scientific
research from political interference.” It operates by adopting “an
ideological style found in scientists’ attempts to create a public image
for science by contrasting it favorably to non-scientific intellectual or
technical activities”. Foucault’s theory of disciplinary power [21]

provides the diffuse backdrop against which boundary work be-
comes worthwhile; institutionalised demarcations (of madness from

sanity, of criminality from innocence, of science from non-science,
etc.) depend on the coordinated enaction and performance of bound-
ary work which enable arrangements of power to be brokered.
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Al shaming demarcates good from bad knowledge work, accept-
able from unacceptable knowledge work, ethical from unethical
knowledge work, etc. At its most extreme, Al shaming sets the
boundaries of knowledge work itself, defining what does or doesn’t
count as knowledge work, denying the very ontological status as
Al-generated artefacts as work (e.g., the aforementioned commen-
tary on Allen v. Perlmutter). There are many social and material
incentives for someone to perform this type of boundary work. For
instance, it might raise their own self-esteem as a knowledge worker
with epistocratic privilege; showcase their professional status as a
knowledge worker with epistocratic privilege; and justify and pro-
tect their income — under perceived threat from AI - by supporting
the cultural conditioning of Al as immoral and undesirable.

The academic library JSTOR has developed “JSTOR Daily Sleuth—a
game that tests your ability to detect whether the title of an academic
research paper is authentic or generated by AI”, on the basis that
“Al-generated research has presented academic libraries with a new
information literacy agenda” [70]. Note the implied dichotomy be-
tween “authentic” and “generated by AI”. This can be viewed as
the analgesic response of a powerful yet threatened institution
with reasons to protect its boundaries as an authoritative vault of
knowledge. The aim of the game, quite transparently, is to build
the muscle of boundary work. It is not, for example, a game that
trains you to detect faulty claims or false information, but merely
to detect when paper titles appear to be Al-generated. The game’s
morally saturated title constructs the narrative of a baddie to be
“sleuthed” out, a crime to be solved. It is telling that, in the article,
the game is depicted as part of a university installation with the
pugilistic provocation: “Can You Beat the Bots?”

Boundary work is a war waged primarily by those belligerents
who “possess” knowledge work against those who they see as
unrightful claimants. As a multi-million dollar industry, it is a prof-
itable war, with companies like GPTZero, Copyleaks, Scribbr, Quill-
Bot, TurnltIn, etc. gladly offering their mercenary services. These
services are tainted by false positives, which result in harmful and
disruptive consequences for students accused of using Al - “class-
rooms remain plagued by anxiety and paranoia over the possibility of
false accusations” [18]. Such products result in meaningless squan-
dering of student energy: ‘One student] became obsessive about
avoiding another accusation. She screen-recorded herself on her lap-
top doing writing assignments. She worked in Google Docs to track her
changes and create a digital paper trail. She even tried to tweak her
vocabulary and syntax. [... Another student] says the majority of the
time it takes him to complete an assignment is now spent tweaking
wordings so he isn’t falsely flagged” [18]. Students turn against each
other, passing the work of their peers through Al detection systems
in acts of self-preservation [17]. So Al detectors position themselves
as a mere decision support tool for teachers: “nothing is 100% [...] it
should be used to identify trends in students’ work [...] kind of like a
yellow flag for them to look into and use as an opportunity to speak
to the students”. Mercenaries are paid handsomely for their failures
while teachers take the blame.

Such technical accessories to boundary work are not without
controversy. At the heart of the controversy is a desire for secrecy,
born of shame. For instance, OpenAl developed a watermarking tool
that would enable the precise and accurate detection of ChatGPT-
generated text, but demurred from releasing it, because despite one

CHI EA ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan

2023 survey showing that “people worldwide supported the idea of
an Al detection tool by a margin of four to one”, another survey of
ChatGPT users revealed that “69% believe cheating detection tech-
nology would lead to false accusations of using AL Nearly 30% said
they would use ChatGPT less if it deployed watermarks and a rival
didn’t” [62]. Users clearly value the ability to use ChatGPT unde-
tected. Without a shaming culture, this valorisation could not exist.
Moreover, a majority of users are already concerned about false
accusations of using Al. Without a shaming culture, this concern
could not exist either.

These proprietary internal surveys (Seetharaman and Barnum
[62]) showcase an asymmetry between when people are surveyed
in general versus when people are surveyed as users of Al If these
are the same or an overlapping population (the details are not avail-
able), this asymmetry may be evidence of a revealed preference,
which will be important to investigate in future work. Similarly,
studies have found an asymmetric attitude to Al in personal com-
munication: people are permissive and accepting of their own use
of Al to draft outgoing or summarise incoming communications,
but not of others” Al use. Consequently, they support automatic
disclosure of others’ Al use to themselves, but resist disclosure of
their own Al use to others.

Zhang et al. [71] analyse the secret use of large language models,
distinguishing two types of secrecy: passive non-disclosure and
active concealment. Their survey finds several categories of tasks
where participants tend to conceal their use of LLMs (e.g., sensi-
tive topics, social communication, work tasks, school work, etc.).
Importantly, they find that the reasons for concealment revolve
entirely around the desire to avoid negative value judgements as-
sociated with the use of Al, both internal (e.g., questioning own
competence, moral doubts, etc.) and external (e.g., fear of capability
being critiqued, sincerity concerns in personal relationships, etc.).
An internalised phobia, a self-shaming, is associated with AI use.
So the gargoyle Shame squats atop the quivering conscience.

It is worth acknowledging that new media are often subject to
shaming practices as a form of boundary work. Socrates (as told by
Plato) shamed writing [51], Trithemius shamed the printed book
[68],%2 Postman shamed the television [53], Carr shamed the Internet
[13], all arguing — albeit with good reason - that those respective
media result in the deterioration of mental faculties (a knowledge
work degradation thesis, if you will). Similarly, arguments from
creativity and arguments from technical basis have been deployed to
question the status of DJing as a musical practice [58], the legitimacy
of the camera obscura and camera lucida as tools for painters [42],
and the status of photography as an art form [64].

Photography is a good model for Al shaming, as it appeared to
directly antagonise a very specific kind of knowledge work profes-
sional: the painter. Hertzmann [28] provides an insightful analysis
(which can be complemented by the opinionated but no less insight-
ful account by Sontag [64]) of the antagonism between painting
and photography. Antagonism was only one of three contempo-
rary stances of the painting establishment towards photography
in its early decades (the others being limited acceptance and full
embrace), but it is the one that teaches us the most, because from

2From informal sources, I gather that the Neo-Confucian scholar and pedagogue Zhu
Xi had raised similar objections to printed books some centuries earlier, but regrettably
have been unable to trace an authoritative source to support this claim.
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it we inherit a wealth of documented shaming practices that show
Al shaming to be the reincarnation of an ancestral tendency. I will
include only this delightful snipe from Baudelaire: “If photography
is allowed to supplement art in some of its functions, it will soon sup-
plant or corrupt it altogether, thanks to the stupidity of the multitude
which is its natural ally”

4.1 Al Shaming Protects Class Boundaries

All professions are conspiracies against the laity.

Bernard Shaw, The Doctor’s Dilemma (1906)

We have seen how Al shaming is a kind of boundary work prac-
ticed by knowledge workers. A key element of knowledge workers
is their class identity. A brief examination of how Al appears to be
affecting the class identity of knowledge workers is necessary to
reveal the classism inherent in Al shaming.

The notion of “class” is heavily overloaded. Here I am referring to
class as a socioeconomic identity derived from income, educational
attainment, and occupation, following Kouaho and Epstein [37]. As
a finer granule of class I will focus on profession (i.e., occupation),
as members of a profession are typically (though not always) also
homogeneous with respect to income and educational attainment.

Boucher et al. [9] interview early-career game developers about
Generative Al finding that they were “developing a new professional
culture both with and against generative AL” While they find that
“the most strongly expressed resistance to GAI came from artists who
had ethical concerns about topics such as copyright and art theft”,
they also note that “The artists in our study, who might have a strong
sense of the distinctiveness of their artistic taste, tend to consider the
broader community of artists in the game industry as their reference
point when they discuss the implications of GAI on their work. Unlike
the ‘methodological individualism’ of future predictions of economic
impact, [they] see their future connected to others in the industry.
Similarly, Panchanadikar and Freeman [49] find an anxiety around
indie game developers voiced as compassion for minority subprofes-
sions of the industry (artists and voice actors) viewed as culturally
valuable to the integrity of the profession as a whole.

As studies such as those by Boucher et al. [9] and Panchanadikar
and Freeman [49] show, resistance to Al is grounded not in an
individual, but collective apprehension of loss. The value of a pro-
fession is protected by the collective cooperation of all members in
performing boundary work, in staging resistance, in casting shame,
in maintaining class solidarity.

The basis for concern is legitimate. Economic analyses of the
differential impact of Al on various occupations find a threat to
knowledge work. For instance, Eloundou et al. [20] find that “occu-
pations needing "extensive preparation” (e.g., lawyers, pharmacists,
database administrators) are more exposed than those with lower
entry barriers (e.g., dishwashers, floor sanders). [...] higher-wage oc-
cupations are more exposed to LLMs than lower-wage occupations
[...] The two job groups (clusters) that are most exposed to LLMs are
"Scientists and Researchers,” then "Technologists," such as software

3]

3There are cultural variations and nuances that this ignores; for instance in England,
class identity is strongly hereditary — wealthy white collar workers may retain a
“working class” identity if they were raised by working class parents [43], and there is
no route by merit into the aristocracy, only by blood and marriage.
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engineers and data scientists”. We must be careful to note that “ex-
posure” here means something closer to “potential surface area for
application”, and does not entail automation. The implied threat
is not necessarily a loss of jobs, but rather of a carefully guarded
moat (“extensive preparation”, etc.) around such jobs.

Who crosses the moat? MIT economist David Autor is cautiously
sanguine [7], claiming that Al “can enable a larger set of workers
equipped with necessary foundational training to perform higher-
stakes decision-making tasks currently arrogated to elite experts, such
as doctors, lawyers, software engineers and college professors [... thus]
restoring the middle-skill, middle-class heart of the U.S. labor market
that has been hollowed out by automation and globalization.” Sham-
ing is part of the response of the professional (other parts include
regulations and institutional codes) to extend this arrogation.

Johnson, in Professions and Power [32], finds that power in pro-
fessions is predicated on a separation between producer (or service
provider) and consumer, which creates a relationship of depen-
dency (similar analyses of how occupational specialisation leads
to a producer-consumer dichotomy and the deterioration of self-
sufficiency are given by McLuhan [46] and Illich [30]). Moreover,
power is derived from direct access to information processing. Al
both frustrates the producer/consumer dichotomy and intermedi-
ates access to information processing, thus reducing professional
power. In response, through shaming, professionals direct their ire
at those they see as pretenders. Doctors have always derided home
remedies, scientists have derided lay theories, sacerdotal colleges
have derided folk mythologies and cosmogonies as heresy — the
ability of individuals to “produce” their own healing, their own
knowledge, their own salvation. These threaten professional power
by undermining the relationship of dependency.*

4.2 Hard Boundaries on Al Use: Institutional
Guidelines and Knowledge Materialism

Shaming as a phenomenon of informal social discourse crystallises
into, and is in turn supported by, more hardened boundaries. Of rele-
vance to our research community are institutional guidelines, rules,
and codes of ethics around Al use, such as university regulations
and those of publishers.

The Joint Council for Qualifications, a British umbrella organ-
isation whose members administer among other things the most
common high school qualifications in the UK, asks teachers to en-
sure that “the final product is in [students’] own words, and isn’t
copied or paraphrased from another source such as an Al tool, and
that the content reflects [students’] own independent work” [3]. But
as an example of Al misuse, this policy offers “Copying or para-
phrasing sections of Al-generated content so that the work submitted
for assessment is no longer the student’s own”. The Marxian/Lockean
invocations of “ownership” over work are repeated, the definition
of Al misuse curiously circular. Closer to home, our publisher ACM
states that Al use is permitted, as long as “the resulting Work in its
totality is an accurate representation of the authors’ underlying work
and novel intellectual contributions and is not primarily the result
of the tool’s generative capabilities” [1]. One institution I am affili-
ated with states that “A student using any unacknowledged content

4More could be said about how this process is an accomplice to colonialism (e.g., see
Freire [22] or Smith [63]) but is out of scope.
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generated by artificial intelligence within a summative assessment as
though it is their own work constitutes academic misconduct [...]” [4].
Another states that ‘Tt is not acceptable to use GenAl tools to write
your entire assessment and present this as your own work” [2].

In the motivation for such guidelines, there is a recurring pre-
occupation with protecting “integrity” (scantily defined) through
disclosure, monitoring, and oversight — some might say surveil-
lance - of Al use [3, 4, 26]. Yet in practical terms, the protection of
integrity also clearly entails protecting a notion of ownership. In
other words, the morality of integrity and academic misconduct,
its rhetoric of “unfair advantage” [2, 4], is ultimately derived from
a rather material conceptualisation of knowledge work.

This conceptualisation of knowledge work as possessable mate-
rial, with exchange value that one might be unfairly cheated out
of, we might call knowledge materialism. Knowledge materialism
is not newly precipitated by Generative Al, merely newly thrown
into crisis by it. While a detailed discussion of the development
of knowledge materialism is out of scope, it suffices here to note
that education and the academy more broadly have long been un-
dergoing a process of commodification and transactionalisation, a
process that motivates many student and scholarly activities cate-
gorised as malpractice or cheating (e.g., as documented by Miles
et al. [47]), as education and scholarship are pressed into the service
of a hypercapitalised knowledge economy in which credentials and
metrics increasingly translate into material prosperity.

However, to reconcile this materialism with the fundamental
immateriality, disembodiment, and abstraction of knowledge work
(not to mention a deeply ancestral scholastic revulsion for asso-
ciation with earthy, vulgar material concerns) has required the
construction of an elaborate morality of knowledge work. Institu-
tional guidelines demarcate not merely what is permitted, but also
what is virtuous. The oblique burden of the academy to arbitrate
morality in service of consolidating its material interests is quite
analogous to the burden of the state to arbitrate creativity through
intellectual property laws in service of maximally extracting value
from its knowledge economy [58].

Just as the dual agenda of intellectual property laws in defining
creativity while optimising innovation results in contradictions [58],
so the dual agenda of institutional guidelines in defining morality
while optimising commercial value results in contradictions in the
internal logics for “appropriate” Al use. One guide for Al use in
academic literature reviews opens with the promise that “instead of
discussing what Gen.Al can and cannot do, we discuss what we should
allow Gen.AI to do, irrespective of its capabilities” [67]. Yet after
some discussion, it is abandoned: “Do we prioritize the contribution
of knowledge, irrespective of its source, or do we value maintaining
control over the process of knowledge generation? These profound
questions extend beyond the scope and intent of our current study.”

The ineluctable contradictions of ideological-material dual agen-
das also explain, in part, the challenge of developing workplace
policies on Generative Al use. Unlike the academy, non-academic
workplaces cannot from the concrete basis of knowledge materi-
alism straightforwardly derive an abstract framework of morality.
After all, the material exchange of knowledge work is the transpar-
ent motive of the for-profit enterprise, not a revolting encumbrance.
Guidelines and boundaries on Al use mandated in non-academic
workplaces are thus largely draped in the garb not of morality, but
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of security concerns. Yet they cannot, until the latent materialism
that underpins professional power is confronted, escape the in-
evitable layering and projection of morality onto such guidelines.
Workers feel “embarrassed [...] to admit to using shortcuts” even if
Al use is not explicitly banned, and employers enforcing explicit
workplace Al bans insist that they “don’t want [employees] to think
they’re in trouble”, yet refer to repeated use of Al in the morally
charged vocabulary of “recidivism” [65].

Of course, such attitudes may in part be attributed to the encul-
turation of years of training and education during which knowledge
materialism is explicitly moralised; the academy plays its role in
fostering a thorough interiorisation of norms around shame and
duty associated with class and profession that serve to condition
individuals for participation in a society whose structures of mate-
rial exchange depend on such norms being easy or free to enforce.
This merely continues ancient strategies of societies of control that
begin, not after the second world war as Deleuze would have it
[19], but perhaps as far back as ancient Vedic or Confucian societies
which similarly bound class and profession firmly to morality, duty,
honour, and shame - or perhaps even further.?

4.3 Sumptuary Laws and Protectionism:
Alternative Metaphors for The Effects of
Generative Al on Class Relations

The effect of Generative Al on knowledge work is often compared to
the industrial revolution. The strength of this analogy is that it cap-
tures how both movements of mechanisation similarly transform
the relationship between labour, intellect, and material production
[58]. However, they have (or are having) rather different effects on
class relations. The industrial revolution did disenfranchise a simi-
larly powerful and moated middle class of skilled craftsmen, but it
was not without precedent in doing so; the 17" century had already
seen the retreat of the medieval guild in response to the pressures
of market economics and the invention of modern corporations.
Rather, the defining characteristic of the industrial revolution’s
class relations was its introduction of the sclerotic and oppressive
bourgeoisie-proletariat dyad. In contrast, economic analyses show
a fundamentally different effect for Generative Al, which is, as has
been abundantly mentioned, the opening of new routes into the
middle class [7, 20].

Thus, the industrial revolution is an attractive but inadequate
metaphor for Generative Al Restrictions on Al use in modes that
preserve existing notions of ownership over knowledge work, and
Al shaming more broadly, bear more of a resemblance to sump-
tuary laws and protectionist policies of industry and labour. These
restrictions recur across eras and geographies as formalisations
of social boundaries threatened by technological innovations and
economic circumstances. As a selection of examples one might

SThere are clear distinctions between these societies and our latter-day societies of
control as characterised by Deleuze - they are inhabited by whole individuals as
opposed to atomised “dividuals”, computational and numeric machineries of control
where present are incomparable to those of present-day scale — but they share the
essential characteristic that the tightly boundaried and institutionalised forms of
control in Foucault’s disciplinary societies are rendered unnecessary by forms of
control that are continuous and deeply interiorised to the point of being unconscious.
Above all, they do not stage the clear oppression/freedom binary as do disciplinary
societies.
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consider: ancient Spartan and Roman laws regulating housing, cur-
rency, and dress, Edward III of England’s attempts to ban merchants
and servants from eating too much meat and the regulation of the
pointiness of shoes by rank, the English ordinance of labourers
limiting peasant mobility following the Black Death, Henry VIII of
England’s prohibition on crimson and blue velvet to be worn by
anyone of lower rank than a knight, Louis XIV of France’s Edict of
Fontainebleau attempting to limit the exodus of skilled Huguenots,
various attempts across Europe to regulate clothing according to
social status between the 14" and 18t centuries [55], British textile
laws in the 17" and 18" centuries that protected its inferior cotton
textiles from the far superior cloth from Bengal, the USA’s Chinese
exclusion act, and so on.

One distinction worth making is between the types of regulations
discussed above and the related notions of fashions and etiquette.
Privileged classes have always developed norms (of speech, of be-
haviour, of dress, of music, of dance, and so on) to distinguish
themselves and demonstrate “taste” [29]. Often these require great
investments of time and resources to learn; displaying etiquette is
thus a way to “conspicuously consume” such resources, the same
principle underlying luxury goods [69]. The key difference between
luxuries and the targets of sumptuary laws is that luxuries attempt
to heighten and reposition the material barriers to class incursion,
whereas sumptuary laws attempt merely to enforce them by fiat.
Sumptuary laws are a recognition that the material barriers no
longer exist and that the outgroup has access to the same resources;
they are a last line of control. Yet their prima facie justification,
much like AT shaming, is always something else: a question of taste,
propriety, morality, ownership, degradation, and so on.

Thus, each case where laws are introduced to curtail social mo-
bility that is newly enabled through technological innovation offers
a potential alternative metaphor to the industrial revolution. In-
vestigating these cases and the implications of their respective
metaphors is left as an exercise for future research. It will be impor-
tant to focus on responses to real threats to social boundaries due
to shifts in the nature of material production and exchange, rather
than merely perceived threats, or threats conjured for political
expediency, as is so often the case with protectionism.

5 Societal Harms of AI Shaming

Caporusso [12] posits that Generative Al creates a mental condition
described as “creative displacement anxiety” (CDA). CDA affects
both producers and consumers of Al artefacts. Several distinct ex-
periences that could induce CDA are described, including those
that overlap with arguments in support of Al shaming, suggesting
that performing this boundary work might be an auto-analgesic
response to the experience of CDA, while at the same time increas-
ing the cultural propensity for individuals to experience CDA by
amplifying these anxieties across public discourse. At least one con-
crete CDA experience is exacerbated by (if not the product of) the
culture of Al shaming: “Imposter syndrome: artists using generative
Al tools might feel they are not genuinely creating, leading to feelings
of fraudulence”. Kobiella et al. [36] document a similar phenomenon:
“[Participants experienced ...] a feeling of inadequacy, where partic-
ipants believed their ideas couldn’t compete with the Al-generated
content: “If the machine is as good as me, then what use am I?””
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Kadoma et al. [33] investigate what they refer to as perceptual
harm, defined as “the harm caused to users when others perceive or
suspect them of using AI”. They find that “people associate Al-stylized
writing with lower quality”, and that “different groups are suspected
of Al use at varying rates”. Men are more likely to be suspected of
Al use than women. Profiles “suggestive of East Asian identity” are
more likely to be suspected of Al use than White Americans. The
authors argue that suspicion of Al use (corresponding to “allegation”
in our taxonomy) creates real harm on the basis that participants in
their experiment were significantly less likely to “hire” freelancers
that were suspected of Al use.

Al shaming may thus contribute to the racialisation of Al nar-
ratives. McInerney’s concept of “Yellow Techno-Peril” illustrates
how Al-related anxieties are racialised, as US media coverage of
the so-called Al arms race with China “casts the Al arms race as a
civilisational conflict” and revives the anti-Asian tropes of techno-
Orientalism and the Yellow Peril [45]. In Mclnerney’s analysis,
the rhetoric of the Al arms race conflates Al advancement with
racialised fears of Chinese dominance, reinforcing harmful stereo-
types that Chinese individuals are untrustworthy and technologi-
cally threatening. This affects individual careers and reputations,
and embeds xenophobic sentiment in Al discourse. The role of Al
shaming in such discourse warrants further investigation.

It is clear that the unconfirmed suspicion of Al use can serve
as an extension of (and veneer for) a pre-existing prejudice. Sus-
picion can only be prejudice because, in fact, humans are pretty
poor at detecting Al-generated content, because we deploy flawed
heuristics in attempting to do so [31], because we may in some
cases even prefer Al-generated to human-generated content, and
because we hypocritically reverse our judgement of an ostensibly
human-generated artefact when we are told it is Al-generated and
vice versa [52]. There is some evidence that expert Al users may
become skilled at detecting Al-generated content [56], but since
the scope of Al-generated content is so broad and volatile, and
human communities so diverse, it seems likely that Al suspicion
will continue to be dominated by pre-existing biases.

Al shaming can lead to negative consequences for shamer and
shamed alike. For instance, a clothing merchandise company al-
leged that one of its contracted artists was using Al [5], resulting
in reputational damage to the artist. When the company was in
turn accused of sponsoring a witch hunt, they conducted an “in-
vestigation” in which they requested evidence of manual (i.e., not
Al-assisted) work. After receiving satisfactory evidence (albeit still
disputed by some commentators), the company issued an apology
and compensated the artist. Even so, the apology demonstrates a
continued value judgement associated with mechanical means of
artistry, such as tracing, e.g., “Although [the artist] admits to tracing
some works in the past, we do not think that such a minor sin warrants
the destruction of his reputation or the immense stress that we put
him through”, and the insistence that Al assistance renders artistic
work valueless, e.g., ‘T am much happier having to pay him knowing
that he’s legit, rather than not paying him knowing that he isn’t.” The
characterisation of tracing as “sin” recalls historical episodes that
similarly vilified the camera lucida and photography [42, 64].

An analysis of 14 million paper abstracts estimates that approxi-
mately 10% of abstracts written in the first half of 2024 were pro-
cessed using LLMs, and identifies tell-tale vocabulary whose use has
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soared due to the introduction of LLM writing assistants, presided
over by the notorious “delve” [35]. After reading this paper, my own
attitude to this Al-shibboleth-in-chief has changed substantially.
Delve has never been a star feature of my idiolect. Even so, I now
consciously avoid it. If over the course of writing, my subconscious
offers the ‘D’ word or one of its confederates, I bat it away with
distaste. I might dive, explore, investigate, probe, examine, scruti-
nise, or interrogate, but never delve — the prospect of association
with ChatGPT is too mortifying. Moloch has eaten the word and
robbed its innocence. When I see it in others’ writing, my suspicion
is raised. Already the culture of shame has exerted a chilling effect
on this author’s vocabulary.

Alas, the story continues. Where did ChatGPT acquire its predilec-
tion for delving? From its data annotators, of course [27]. It turns
out that “delve” is a common feature of Nigerian English. Nigerian
commenters on Paul Graham’s claim that “delve [...] is a sign that
the text was written by ChatGPT” accused him of being “blinded by
the ripple effects of years of colonialism”, with one commenter writ-
ing: “Imagine after being force-fed colonial languages, being forced to
speak it better than its owners then being told that no one used basic
words like ‘delve’ in real life. Habibi, come to Nigeria” [6]. To escape
the mortifying pan of Al shame, we have leapt unwittingly into the
mortifying fire of racism.

Already the cracks in the moral ideology of Al shaming, its
boundary work, and its regulatory apparatuses are beginning to
show. Liang et al. [41] have shown that the AI detectors discussed
in Section 4 exhibit a significant bias against non-native English
speakers, misclassifying over 60% of essays written by non-native
English speakers versus 5% for native English speakers. Their chill-
ing conclusion is that use of Al detectors is “paving the way for
undue harassment of specific non-native communities [... and can]
restrict the visibility of non-native communities, potentially silenc-
ing diverse perspectives [...] penalize researchers from non-English-
speaking countries [... and make] non-native students bear more risks
of false accusations of cheating”.

No less disquieting is a recent study of Black high school stu-
dents documenting how they are disproportionately affected by AI
shaming and regulations [66]. One student relates: “It was kind of
frowned upon, because it’s used for cheating. So I never really used it.
And in that way, I kind of frowned upon myself [...] as my teachers
were telling me ‘oh, it’s a cheating device’, I was realizing that it’s
also kind of racist.” In another’s experience, “Having to navigate
racialized expectations for Black girls to do “twice the work for half the
credit” while simultaneously navigating negative stereotypes about
their inherent criminality not only made [the student] feel unsup-
ported and “disposable,” but it also made her uneasy about using Al
to support her learning. Even though her AP language course encour-
aged students to use Al to help with second language acquisition, [the
student] was reluctant to use the feature because of fears she would
be falsely accused of cheating.”

Existing frameworks of epistemic injustice in Generative Al do
account for some phenomena adjacent to Al shaming. Kay et al.
[34] define “manipulative testimonial injustice”, a class of injustices
that includes “the false accusation of deepfakes. This tactic exploits
the increasing uncertainty surrounding the authenticity of digital
media, creating a “liar’s dividend” where even genuine evidence can
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be dismissed as fabricated [...] This weaponization of doubt and un-
certainty further undermines the ability of marginalized groups to
have their voices heard and their experiences validated.” However,
though superficially similar to slur and disparagement, the narrow
intention of testimony manipulation is to undermine authority,
which is only one of a number of possible intended outcomes of a
slur. The broader set of Al shaming phenomena seem therefore to
be under-explored in such frameworks, and present an opportunity
to extend them.

6 Implications and Non-Implications

Resisting Al shaming. As may be evident from the foregoing arc
of argumentation, this paper takes the position that Al shaming is
undesirable and harmful. The most immediate remedial measures
can therefore be taken by our own research community, by not
participating in Al shaming and by resisting it when it arises in our
professional and institutional discourse. The limited scope of this
paper does not permit expansion into strategies for policymakers
or Al developers, or proposals for educational reforms. However,
the catalogue of harms in Section 5 yields a modest starting point;
we might consider how each individual harm might be tackled. For
instance, creative displacement anxiety around art that involves
Al use might be mitigated by introducing exhibitions, awards, and
galleries that celebrate the human ingenuity involved in the artful
use of Al (though the definition of “artful” here might itself enable
new forms of solidarity and exclusion, cf. the Salon des Refusés),
or by advocating for degree programs that incorporate judicious
and principled Al use, to dispel the generalised and vague stigma
surrounding Al use among staff and students. This is hardly the
first time such measures have been proposed, but it is perhaps the
first time they have been proposed specifically as a countervailing
manoeuvre against Al shaming culture.

Does Al erase or merely rearrange class boundaries? The evolving
nature of Al shaming raises further questions about its long-term
implications for class structures in knowledge work. The erosion of
traditional boundaries in knowledge work might shift the burden of
maintaining professional standards from institutions to individuals.
If there is no longer a broadly accepted framework for evaluating ex-
pertise, workers may find themselves responsible for continuously
justifying and demonstrating their own competence. This could
privilege those who possess a certain combination of technological
aptitude and entrepreneurial character (as mentioned in Section 2)
while disadvantaging others. The result may not be the dissolution
of hierarchies, but rather their reconfiguration into new hierar-
chies that favour those with the skills, disposition, and resources to
thrive in what might be called a post-epistocratic knowledge work
landscape. This raises the broader question of whether shame itself
may reconfigure along new lines, or whether a world without AI
shaming is possible. And if the latter is possible, whether it would
be one without any stratification, or whether the mechanisms of
exclusion would simply reformulate themselves. A critical next
step in understanding Al shaming, therefore, is to explore how
Al-driven changes in knowledge work intersect with broader struc-
tures of power in labour. These questions — with answers that are
as volatile as the sociotechnical landscape they query — require
careful, continuous, and multidisciplinary analysis.



CHI EA °25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan

Distinguishing justified critique from classism. A more vexing
challenge is to balance critique of Al shaming with legitimate cri-
tiques of Al development. As mentioned in Section 3, arguments
marshalled in support of Al shaming are not invalid. An accusation
of classism, such as this paper offers, can easily be weaponised to
dismiss very real issues such as work degradation and the effects
of “slop” on the information ecosystem. Critiques of the power
dynamics of Al, particularly those taking aim at the asymmetry
between system developers and users, observe that shaming and
shaming-adjacent behaviour may be a mode of retaliative expres-
sion against powerful firms. It may be the only such mode available
to those whose lives and labour are affected by the practices that
enable the creation of Generative Al, and the consequences that
follow its deployment.

To level the charge of classism against such critiques would be
a gross misinterpretation of the intent of this paper, which is to
visibilise and contest Al shaming in its specific capacity as class
boundary work, not to disqualify real objections to the technol-
ogy and its power dynamics or disenfranchise those for whom AI
shaming is purely a mode of counterhegemonic resistance.

The spectrum of possible stances on Al shaming risks devolving
into a false dichotomy: either Al shaming is permissible because it
enables legitimate critiques of Al, or it is not permissible because
it reinforces classist boundary work. For at least two reasons, this
dichotomy is a false one. First, the classic populist misdirection play
of the elite is to convince the oppressed classes to channel their pain
and frustration downwards, into resentment and anger towards
those even more oppressed by them. Consequently, both of the
following can occur simultaneously: system developers exercising
power over knowledge workers, and knowledge workers exercising
power over less privileged “outsider” classes. Second, this power
dynamic is evolving. It is reasonable to optimistically characterise
Generative Al in particular as a technology where users are not as
disenfranchised as they are commonly assumed to be. The econ-
omy of Generative Al is far from a state of monopoly or oligopoly.
Advances in model training and miniaturisation, open datasets and
weights, the existence of a vibrant, diverse, and competitive market
landscape, etc., all indicate that the commoditisation of language
models per se is well underway. Producers have far less power in
commoditised markets than do consumers and regulators.

Al shaming conflates boundary work with justifiable objections.
What stance, then, is appropriate? Can critiques of Al development
couched in shaming be separated from harmful classism? Develop-
ing a principled answer to this question is beyond the scope of this
paper, however, the desired outcome is clearly to ensure that any
genuine critiques embedded in shaming discourse are directed at
the right people, for the right reasons, in the right form.

7 Conclusion

This paper opens a critical discussion of social practices that asso-
ciate negative judgements with the use of Al under the general
term “Al shaming”. It has discussed how Al shaming can manifest
in many forms, depending on whether the use or non-use of Al

%Indeed, some of my own work explores an aspect of work degradation, namely, the
deterioration in critical thinking that may ensue from the unreflective application of
Generative Al in knowledge work [40, 59-61]. I have also aimed to draw attention to
the socially problematic nature of the “human-Al collaboration” metaphor [57].
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is definitively established, and whether a person (or group of peo-
ple) or the artefact (or set of artefacts) is the target of the negative
judgement. It has further discussed the common arguments cited
to support shaming, including that AI harms people, Al cannot be
creative, and that Al output is qualitatively poor.

An alternative account of Al shaming is then presented: that
Al shaming is a form of boundary work that knowledge workers
undertake to demarcate themselves. In doing so, they protect class
boundaries that are perceived as being eroded. Beyond shaming,
this boundary work is also embedded into AI detection tools, institu-
tional regulations, and codes of ethics around Al use. It is suggested
that rather than the industrial revolution, we might look at sump-
tuary laws and protectionist policies as alternative metaphors for
the effects of Generative Al on society.

Finally, we see how AI shaming results in systematic harms,
especially to racial minorities and non-native English speakers
by amplifying discrimination, but also in society more broadly
by exerting chilling effects and inducing psychological anxiety.
It is therefore incumbent on us not to participate in Al shaming,
to resist it when we observe others doing it, and to re-examine
our institutional regulations and ensure that we are not merely
morality-washing lipstick onto a solidarity pig.
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