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Abstract. The transfer of moral judgment to generative language
models is a new cultural practice whose consequences reach beyond
the ethics of technology. When a person asks a system not for the facts
relevant to a choice but for the choice itself, the formal authorship of the
decision remains with the person while part of the work that constitutes
judgment is performed elsewhere. This study designates such a situation
as moral outsourcing and examines it as a cultural process bearing on
the intergenerational transmission of values. The purpose of the paper is
to conceptualise moral outsourcing as a factor affecting the sustainability
of value transmission, to outline the risks associated with it, and to
identify the conditions under which interaction with a generative model
supports rather than weakens the moral competence of the subject.
Methodology of the study is interdisciplinary. Conceptual analysis
establishes the boundaries of the notion and distinguishes it from moral
consultation, moral enhancement and moral automation. Hermeneutic
reconstruction is applied to the philosophical tradition of autonomy and
judgment, from the Kantian distinction between autonomy and heteronomy
to the postphenomenology of technological mediation. A critical review
of empirical research published over the past three years establishes the
current state of knowledge, while cultural analysis situates the phenomenon
within the problematics of value transmission. The study is theoretical and
conceptual in character: the empirical works it draws upon are treated as
material for critical examination rather. Results of the study show that the
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principal risk lies not in the incorrectness of an individual recommendation
but in three structural effects. The first is moral deskilling: moral competence
is partly constituted by practical skills acquired through repeated exercise,
and technologies that take over morally loaded actions reduce the occasions
for it. The second is the asymmetry of cultural representation: the structure
of data available to a model may privilege certain languages and modes
of moral argumentation, so that together with an answer the user may
also adopt a way of seeing the situation. The third is the weakening of the
intergenerational channel, as moral guidance is sought from an instance that
shares neither the community's lived history nor its collective memory, and
bears no part in its future. The risks are ordered into a four-level typology,
and none of them is inevitable, since each is realised only under particular
conditions of interaction. Practical implications. Interaction with a
generative model can sustain rather than erode moral competence provided
that the subject formulates a position before consulting the system; that the
request is for counter-arguments rather than for a conclusion; that several
systems are consulted, since their low mutual agreement reveals that what
is offered is a position and not a truth; that educational formats are built
on exercise rather than on information about risks; and that developers
disclose the post-training and alignment stages, in which a substantial
part of the systems' moral biases appears to originate. Value/originality.
The paper shifts the question from the moral correctness of particular
answers given by artificial intelligence to the cultural consequences of the act
of delegation itself, and proposes the sustainability of value transmission as
an analytical category. The Ukrainian wartime context is introduced not as
an illustration but as a particularly revealing case, in which moral dilemmas
of high social stake are combined with their uneven representation in global
language data.

INTRODUCTION
A few years ago a request addressed to a machine along the lines
of “Did I act rightly?”” might have seemed an episode from a science-fiction
film. Today it is an ordinary practice. A person opens a chat, describes a
conflict with someone close, a difficult choice or a doubt about their own
conduct, and asks not merely for help in making sense of the circumstances
but for an answer to a far more demanding question: what is the right thing

209



210

Olesia Pankiv

to do? Generative artificial intelligence is gradually entering the sphere
of human life traditionally regarded as the most personal and the least
transferable — the sphere of moral judgment.

There is something of fundamental importance in this transition.
For centuries people sought moral advice from those who belonged to
their world: from parents and elders, friends and teachers, priests, literary
characters and, finally, their own conscience. Such advice was never merely
the delivery of a ready answer. It involved conversation, disagreement, the
possibility of censure, the need to explain one's position and to withstand
another's gaze. A moral decision took shape not only through the advice
received but in the very process of seeking it. Today part of this work is
increasingly taken over by a system that is available around the clock,
demands no reciprocity, passes no judgment and almost always has a ready,
well-formulated answer.

Hence a question arises that extends far beyond the technical capacities
of artificial intelligence. What happens to a person who transfers to a
machine not merely the execution of a task but part of the work of their
own judgment? And, more difficult still, what happens to a community
when such a practice becomes widespread? Moral judgment is not a purely
individual act. It determines what counts as just and unjust, worthy and
unworthy; through it are formed the ways of speaking about responsibility,
guilt, obligation and forgiveness. Moral language does not exist outside
culture: it is passed from generation to generation together with experience,
memory and the practices of shared life.

It is essential that the problem here does not reduce to the quality of
the advice. Even a correct, persuasive and morally acceptable answer may
have a paradoxical consequence — it may relieve the person of the need
to travel the path to that decision themselves. In debates on the ethics of
artificial intelligence it is natural to ask whether algorithms are capable of
morally correct decisions and what biases the training data contain. Beyond
that approach, however, another and no less important question remains:
does the very practice of turning to an algorithm change our capacity to
judge, to doubt, to argue and to pass our own moral orientations to the
generations that follow? What is at issue is the boundary between assistance
and substitution, between argued dialogue and a ready answer. If this
boundary shifts imperceptibly, the system influences not so much what a
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person considers right as the way in which they become accustomed to
determining what is right.

In the Ukrainian context the question becomes especially pressing.
The moral experience of Ukrainian society in recent years has been shaped
to a considerable degree by the war and by situations that do not fit the
familiar patterns of everyday choice. Questions about the limits of personal
responsibility, obligation to the community, forced choice, forgiveness,
memory and the relation between personal safety and collective duty
are not abstract intellectual exercises: they arise in real life, carry a high
cost and often admit of no unconditionally right solution. The moral
vocabulary required to make sense of such experience is formed within
the community — in families, volunteer circles, public discussion, art and
everyday conversation. A generative system may be extremely persuasive,
yet it does not share the community's lived history, its collective memory,
or responsibility for the consequences of its advice.

UNESCO's Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence
stresses the need to protect cultural diversity under conditions in which
automated systems are becoming widespread [23, p. 24], and in Ukrainian
normative discourse the ethical dimension of the development of these
technologies likewise occupies a place of principle [16]. Yet the cultural
problematics of artificial intelligence is not exhausted by questions of
representation or linguistic diversity. Culture is reproduced not only
through the preservation of texts, norms and symbols but also through the
capacity of each new generation to rethink contradictory experience anew,
to pose moral questions and to assume responsibility for its own choices.
If this practice changes, the very mechanism of cultural transmission may
change with it. For this reason moral outsourcing is treated here as a cultural
process and not solely as a problem in the ethics of technology.

At the same time it is important to distinguish what has already been
confirmed by empirical research from what remains a well-grounded
hypothesis. The available data give grounds for speaking of the influence of
language models on moral judgment in the short term, whereas questions
of a long-term departure from previously acquired moral attitudes, of
changes in cultural frames and of the transformation of intergenerational
value transmission require further verification. The significance of the
problem is determined not by fear of a new technology but by the need to
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understand its quiet, everyday and cumulative effects. The greatest cultural
transformation may occur not when a machine begins to make decisions
instead of a person, but when a person gradually ceases to notice that certain
decisions are no longer of their own making.

1. The Current State of Research on the Problem

The current state of research warrants separate consideration, since a
substantial field of interdisciplinary research has already formed around
human interaction with generative artificial intelligence. At the centre of
international scholarly attention are the biases of models conditioned by the
structure of the data used for training [4, p. 613-617], normative constraints
on the use of such systems [23, p. 24], and the psychological mechanisms of
trust in algorithmic recommendations — automation bias [28, p. 998-1003],
algorithm appreciation [21, p. 92-99] and the opposing algorithm aversion
[7, p. 118-123]. A separate strand of research is found in the philosophy of
technology, which has argued against regarding a technical artefact as a
neutral mediator [36, p. 127-133; 33, p. 41-57].

A considerable part of this discourse unfolds around the system itself:
how correct its answers are and what biases the training data contain. In the
moral sphere the unevenness of attention is especially noticeable. Research
attests that the advice of language models can shift users' judgments,
while users themselves underestimate the degree of this influence [17].
At the same time, the answers of language models are rated no lower than
those of professional ethicists [8], and the influence of a model on users'
judgments may be comparable to that of a human being, despite a lower
declared level of trust in it [19]. In parallel, the properties of the systems
themselves are studied: their systematic biases [5] and the divergence of
judgments across models [24]. The object of analysis here is consistently
the content of the advice rather than the practice of requesting it.

Aline of research that raises the question of the subject, and not only of the
system, is also present in international discourse, although it is considerably
less developed. Its classic beginning is J. Weizenbaum's warning about
decisions that ought not to be transferred to computing systems — not
because they would fail to cope, but because the transfer itself is a loss
[35, p. 188-201]. This line is continued most consistently by S. Vallor in the
notion of moral deskilling [30, p. 110-118], and, on a somewhat different
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plane, by S. Turkle [29, p. 2135]. The opposing normative position is
defended by A. Giubilini and J. Savulescu, for whom an external system
free of emotional bias brings the subject closer to the standpoint of an ideal
observer [9, p. 174-182]. Yet none of these lines carries the problem to
the level of cultural transmission. A fourth strand concerns the cultural
variability of morality itself. J. Henrich and co-authors have argued that the
populations from which most behavioural research draws its participants
sit at one end of the human range rather than at its centre [12, p. 63-72],
and the Moral Machine experiment has recorded stable regional clusters
of moral preference [2, p. 61-63]. So far, however, these findings have not
been brought into contact with the question of moral outsourcing: cultural
variation and the influence of systems on moral evaluation are studied apart
from one another.

Ukrainian research already possesses work that provides a theoretical
foundation for making sense of digital transformations. A general framework
for the philosophical interpretation of digitalisation is presented in the
works of V. Voronkova and V. Nikitenko, which develop the conception of
the digital human being and digital society and analyse the accompanying
shifts in values [34, p. 63-92]. From the perspective of cultural studies, the
influence of digital technologies on cultural communication is examined by
I. Shevel [26], questions of digital inclusion are studied by I. Shvets [27],
and the ethical interpretation of machine learning technologies is addressed
in [22]. A significant body of Ukrainian research is concentrated, however,
on normative and legal questions and on academic integrity, and does not
cover situations in which a user turns to a system in order to determine their
own position in a situation of moral choice.

Closest to the subject of the present study is the conception of cognitive
outsourcing proposed by O. Kryvonos and M. Kozlovets. The authors draw
attention to the illusion of competence, in which the subject perceives a
result generated by a system as their own intellectual achievement without
having passed through the stage of cognitive effort, which may contribute to
a weakening of the capacity to produce decisions independently [18, p. 50].
Equally important is their distinction between technological assistance and
the substitution of thinking: the boundary between these two modes of
using technology runs through the preservation of the subject's intellectual
autonomy [18, p. 51].
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Carrying this analytical framework across from intellectual activity to
moral choice, however, requires a fundamental qualification. A cognitive
task can in many cases be assessed by criteria of correctness or error. Moral
judgment is of a different nature: it arises in a situation of conflicting values,
presupposes no universal algorithm of right decision, and is inseparably
bound up with the subject's responsibility for their own choice. In the moral
sphere, therefore, the question is not so much whether the subject has
received the right answer as whether they remain the author of the judgment
that underlies their action.

This distinction makes it possible to define the research gap more
precisely. The available works furnish instruments for analysing the digital
human being, algorithmic non-neutrality, cognitive outsourcing and the
ethical risks of artificial intelligence, yet they do not constitute an integral
model for analysing a situation in which a generative system becomes a
mediator in the production of moral judgment. Still less studied is the next
level of the problem — the possible influence of such a practice on cultural
transmission, that is, on the capacity of a community not only to preserve
values but also to reproduce the mechanisms by which they are interpreted
and passed on. The Ukrainian context is in this respect not peripheral but
a particularly promising space of inquiry: here existing work on digital
transformation coincides with an intensive rethinking of values and
moral orientations, which makes the question of how they are reproduced
especially sensitive.

The purpose of the study is to conceptualise moral outsourcing as a
factor affecting the sustainability of value transmission, to outline the risks
associated with it, and to identify the conditions under which interaction
with a generative model supports rather than weakens the moral competence
of the subject.

Methodologically the study is interdisciplinary and combines four
procedures. Conceptual analysis makes it possible to define the conceptual
boundaries of moral outsourcing. Hermeneutic reconstruction is employed
in working with the philosophical tradition of autonomy and judgment.
A critical review of empirical research conducted between 2023 and 2026 in
psychology, cognitive science and the ethics of computing establishes the
state of knowledge on the question. Cultural analysis situates the
phenomenon within the problematics of value transmission and cultural



Section «Philosophical sciences»

sustainability. It is also important to define the status of the study itself: it is
theoretical and conceptual in character, and the empirical works on which
the analysis rests are treated as material for critical examination.

2. Outsourcing of Judgment: Conceptual Boundaries

The term “moral outsourcing” designates a situation in which a subject
faced with the necessity of moral choice turns to an external automated
instance not for the information required for that choice, but for a ready
variant of the decision or for its justification. It should be noted that
the term is used in the literature to describe different configurations of
responsibility. R. Chowdhury, in particular, employs it to denote the
practice of shifting responsibility for the consequences of technological
decisions from people and organisations onto the technological systems
themselves [6]. In more recent literature, however, the term is also applied
directly to the delegation of an ethical decision to artificial intelligence.
It is in this sense that M. Z. Hassen uses it, linking such a practice with
the weakening of human moral reasoning and the erosion of accountability
[11]. In the present study moral outsourcing is used in the second
of these senses.

Terminological demarcation is necessary because outsourcing is not
synonymous with delegation in general. Delegation is a broader notion and
may denote the transfer of an action to a technical artefact without any
presumption that the subject loses the capacity to judge [20, p. 232-241].
Moral outsourcing, by contrast, concerns a situation in which an external
means takes over part of the work that constitutes judgment itself.
Alongside it, it is useful to consider the notion of moral deskilling proposed
by S. Vallor to describe the weakening of moral skills under the influence of
technologies that take over the performance of morally significant actions
[30,p. 110-118; 31, p. 155-174]. Value transmission here denotes the process
of passing on and reproducing values within a culture; its intergenerational
dimension draws on the conception of transmission belts developed by
U. Schonpflug [25, p. 176-182]. The notion of the sustainability of value
transmission, in turn, is formed by analogy with the intergenerational logic
of sustainable development [37, p. 43], and refers to a community's capacity
to reproduce the conditions under which the transfer of values to subsequent
generations is not interrupted.

215



216

Olesia Pankiv

Moral outsourcing should be distinguished from at least three
adjacent phenomena. The first is moral consultation, in which the subject
seeks another person's position but remains within a space of shared
moral interaction: the adviser may object, seek clarification, demand
justification and, ultimately, be held responsible for the advice given.
The second is moral enhancement, that is, the use of external means to
develop one's own capacity to judge; here technological assistance aims at
strengthening competence rather than replacing it. The third is moral
automation, in which the system in effect makes the decision without
human participation in the particular act of choice. Outsourcing occupies
an intermediate position between these poles: the person formally remains
the subject of the decision while transferring part of the judgment itself to
an external system.

It is this intermediate position that determines the specificity of the
phenomenon. Formally the subject retains the marks of authorship: they
formulate the request, receive an answer and may accept or reject it.
In fact, however, what constitutes the inner work of moral judgment is placed
outside their immediate activity: the weighing of grounds, the correlation of
conflicting obligations, the selection of language for describing a conflict of
values. Analytically it is useful to distinguish here between the outsourcing
of a particular decision and the outsourcing of a moral frame. In the first
case the subject borrows a ready conclusion; in the second they gradually
adopt the very manner of posing a moral question: which circumstances are
to be considered relevant, which values are to be set against one another,
in what language the conflict is to be described. It is the outsourcing of
the moral framework that carries particular cultural significance, because
its consequences accumulate: a single borrowed decision may remain an
episode, whereas repeated recourse is capable of forming a stable habit of
seeing similar situations in a particular way.

Yet not every request addressed to a system on a question with a moral
dimension constitutes outsourcing. A request to establish the factual
circumstances is cognitive in character; a request as to how a given situation
is assessed within different moral traditions may be educational and may,
on the contrary, broaden the subject's moral vocabulary. The boundary lies
where the object of the request becomes the question of how this particular
subject is to act in this particular situation. It is here that an external answer
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may begin to perform the function ordinarily performed by one's own moral
judgment.

Given the mobility of this boundary, it is worth defining operational
criteria by which a particular act of interaction may be classified as
outsourcing. The first is the form of the request: a question about the proper
course of action for a particular subject in a particular situation is to be
distinguished from a request about factual circumstances or possible modes
of reasoning. The second is the presence of one's own position prior to the
request: if the subject has formed no preliminary variant of an answer, it is
difficult to establish to what extent the system supported, altered or in fact
replaced their judgment. The third is the character of reproduction: is the
subject able, after the interaction, to set out the justification of the decision
in their own words without reproducing the system's ready argumentation?
The fourth is the ability to name a weighty argument against the decision
taken, which may serve as indirect evidence that the grounds of that decision
were indeed tested by the subject.

None of these criteria is sufficient on its own. Taken together they yield
a graduated scale rather than a clear dichotomy, which corresponds to the
nature of the phenomenon, since outsourcing is a matter of degree rather
than an event. Finally, in the broad sense it is not new. People have always
sought moral advice from elders, friends, priests or literary texts. What
is new are four characteristics of the present instance: round-the-clock
availability with no social cost attached to the request; the absence of an
evaluating gaze, which removes shame and thereby eliminates one of the
regulators of moral life; the absence of any memory of the same subject's
previous requests; and, most importantly, the absence of a shared fate with
that subject.

3. Autonomy and Heteronomy of Choice

Kant's account of the will reveals what is philosophically at stake in
outsourcing. The distinction between autonomy and heteronomy of the will,
introduced in the Critique of Practical Reason, concerns not the content of
an action but the source of its maxim [ 14, p. 41-48]. An action that coincides
with the requirement of the moral law but is motivated by an external
directive is not moral in the strict sense, since the will here is determined
not by the subject's own practical reason but by an alien instance. From this

217



218

Olesia Pankiv

follows a conclusion counter-intuitive for the contemporary reader: correct
advice accepted without one's own testing of its grounds does not make an
action moral, but only makes it acceptable.

This consideration applies directly to our subject. If a language
model systematically issues advice that a moral community would
recognise as sound, this does not remove the problem but renders
it invisible: heteronomy with correct content does not cease to be
heteronomy, and is indeed more stable than heteronomy with incorrect
content, because it generates no conflict that would draw attention to the
fact of outsourcing itself.

A second support is provided by H. Arendt. Analysing the Eichmann
trial, she described a specific variety of moral failure that reduces neither
to evil intent nor to a deficit of intelligence, but consists in an incapacity to
think — that is, to conduct the inner dialogue in which the subject tests their
own maxims for acceptability [1, p. 62-75]. Judgment on her understanding
is an activity, not a state. It requires effort and is undertaken afresh each
time. Especially significant for our theme is Arendt's observation concerning
the role of ready-made linguistic formulas: the use of formulaic language
removes the necessity of thinking, since the formula already contains an
evaluation.

A generative model is by its very nature a machine for producing well-
formulated formulas. Its answer to a moral question is a coherent, balanced,
stylistically impeccable text that offers a ready articulation of the situation.
The risk discerned here consists not in the falsity of that articulation but
in the fact that it exists, and that it is good, so that the need for one's own
articulation disappears. Arendtian thinking [1, p. 62-75] as an inner dialogue
with oneself is replaced by an outer dialogue with a system, which appears
to be the same thing yet possesses none of its properties.

Kshanovskyi's findings give the first of these vulnerabilities a
concrete form in the light of R. Kshanovskyi's study of philosophical task
performance, discussed by O. Pankiv [22]. Testing how a language model
handles tasks in philosophy, Kshanovskyi found that it works unpredictably,
almost at random: to some questions it gives answers that could pass for
student work, while to others it produces a grammatically impeccable
mixture of the apposite and the inapposite, the reasons for this difference
remaining unclear. The researcher's conclusion is that philosophy is not
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a combinatorial repetition of what has already been said but a discovery
of hidden, implicit meanings, and that one should therefore not expect a
stream of new philosophical ideas from such a system.

Transferring this observation to the sphere of moral judgment yields a
stronger argument than the one usually raised against an artificial moral
adviser. The question concerns not an insufficient quality of the system that
might be improved, but a mismatch between the type of product and the
type of task. The system produces the most probable continuation, whereas
a dilemma is exactly the situation in which the most probable solution has
proved insufficient. It emerges that the subject seeks assistance in a matter
for which the manner of the instrument's functioning creates a substantial
limitation: the more accurately the system reproduces the most common
way of resolving similar situations, the less suited it is to the one in which
that way has already proved inadequate.

A third support is constituted by the postphenomenological tradition.
D. Thde has shown that technical artefacts are not neutral mediators but
structure the perception of the world, illuminating some of its aspects and
obscuring others [13, p. 72-80]. P.-P. Verbeek developed this thesis into
the notion of moral mediation: technology participates in the formation
of moral situations by determining what appears as an object of choice
at all [33, p. 41-57]. B. Latour described an analogous mechanism as the
delegation of action to artefacts, in which a normative requirement is built
into the construction of a thing and ceases to be perceived as a requirement
[20, p. 232-241]. L. Winner had earlier formulated the thesis of the politics
of artefacts, according to which technical decisions embody the value
priorities of their creators [36, p. 127-133].

Against this argument stands the opposing position, formulated most
consistently by A. Giubilini and J. Savulescu in their conception of the
artificial moral adviser. The authors proceed from the premise that human
moral judgment is systematically distorted by limitations of attention,
emotional bias and the selectivity of memory, and that an external system
capable of taking more relevant circumstances into account and not subject
to these distortions therefore brings the subject closer to the standpoint of
an ideal observer and thereby improves rather than worsens their moral
decisions [9, p. 174-182]. The authors stress that the adviser must remain
advisory and must not make decisions on the subject's behalf.
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This position deserves serious consideration, yet it contains a number
of vulnerabilities. First, it treats moral judgment as a task with an optimal
solution, whereas a considerable part of morally complex situations has
the structure of a conflict of obligations, in which by definition no optimal
solution exists. Second, on the empirical side, the conception presumes that
the system is free of systematic biases, whereas the data presented below
indicate the opposite. The principal objection, however, is structural and
concerns not the quality of the advice but its consequences for the capacity
to judge.

From the totality of these propositions it follows that a language model
is neither an adviser nor an instrument in the ordinary sense. It is a mediator
that structures the moral situation before the subject begins to deliberate
upon it, by the very fact of the language in which it proposes that the
situation be described.

4. Psychological Mechanisms of Trust in Advice

Philosophical analysis explains why moral outsourcing is a problem,
but does not in itself answer the question of why the subject resorts to it.
That question moves the analysis into the field of psychology. Attention
should be drawn to several mechanisms that help to explain why an external
automated recommendation may acquire persuasive force for a person.
The first mechanism is automation bias, investigated by L. Skitka and
co-authors on the material of operators of technical systems. It indicates
that people tend to prefer the prompt of an automated system to their own
judgment even when the available information contradicts that prompt
[28, p. 998-1003]. The nature of this mechanism is twofold, ranging from
cognitive economy to the transfer of responsibility onto the system.

A second mechanism consists of a pair of opposing tendencies —
algorithm appreciation and algorithm aversion. J. Logg and co-authors noted
that under a range of conditions people prefer an algorithmic assessment
to a human one, considering it unbiased [21, p. 92-99]. B. Dietvorst and
colleagues recorded the opposite tendency: having detected an error in
an algorithm, a person rejects its recommendations more decisively than
they would reject the recommendations of a human being who had erred
in the same way [7, p. 118-123]. Both effects coexist, and their balance
depends on the domain of application. The moral domain is distinctive in
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that declared distrust of algorithms is highest here, yet, as the experiments
discussed below show, it has little bearing on the actual persuasiveness of
the advice.

A further mechanism is directly connected with the nature of moral
judgment. J. Haidt's social intuitionist model has cast doubt on the
assumption that moral judgment ordinarily arises as the outcome of
consecutive rational reasoning. On this model, a moral evaluation often
arises as a rapid intuitive reaction, while an elaborated justification
is formed after the judgment has appeared and may serve the social
function of explaining and defending one's own position [10, p. 814-834].
For our problematics what matters is not the opposition of intuition and
rationality as such, but the distinction between the production of a moral
judgment and its subsequent justification. It is at this boundary that a
generative model may acquire a particular role: a user who already holds an
intuitive assessment of a situation may turn to the system for a linguistically
polished, coherent and persuasive justification. In such a case the system
performs not so much the function of a moral adviser as that of a generator
of rationalisations for a position already held.

Worth noting, finally, is the mechanism connected with A. Bandura's
theory of moral disengagement. He showed that people employ devices
allowing them to act against their own norms without experiencing guilt, in
particular the displacement of responsibility onto an external instance and
its diffusion among participants [3, p. 196-204]. Turning to a system before
a difficult decision furnishes material for both devices: the decision can
always be presented as having rested on external expertise.

To these mechanisms it is worth adding one further property of
contemporary generative systems —a tendency towards excessive agreement
with the user's position, often described in current discussion as sycophancy.
For moral consultation this property is of particular significance. A system
that does not call the user's initial position into question but reinforces it
with well-formulated arguments may perform the function not so much of
advice as of legitimation. The effect may be strengthened by the fact that
the request itself frequently contains a preliminary interpretation of the
situation and the desired direction of the answer. Even so, this mechanism
requires separate empirical substantiation and should not be automatically
ascribed to all generative models.
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Developmental psychology also merits attention here, since what
matters is not only the content of the norms acquired but also the subject's
capacity to interpret and justify moral decisions [15, p. 347-480]. This
model is of interest primarily as a ground for raising the question of the
role of the experience of moral difficulty. If the transition between stages
is conditioned by encounters with situations in which the available type
of justification proves insufficient, then the systematic availability of a
ready external justification removes specifically the deficit that drives
development. This hypothesis should be formulated with caution, since
it requires longitudinal verification. It is particularly important here to
distinguish the adult user, whose capacity for moral reasoning is already
formed, from the adolescent, who is in the process of developing it: the
consequences of regular outsourcing for them are evidently different.

Finally, the historical perspective warns against any assumption that the
conclusions drawn are complete. As early as 1976, describing users' reactions
to the primitive program ELIZA that he had created, J. Weizenbaum recorded
people's readiness to ascribe to an automated system an understanding and
a competence that it did not possess [35, p. 188-201]. His conclusion was
that there exist decisions that ought not to be transferred to computing
systems — not because they would fail to cope, but because the transfer itself
is a loss. That conclusion remains perhaps the most precise formulation of
the problem with which we are dealing today.

5. Empirical Evidence of the Influence of Models

The period from 2023 to 2026 has been marked by a transition from
theoretical assumptions about the possible influence of generative artificial
intelligence on moral judgment to the accumulation of direct empirical
evidence. Of particular importance are studies in which participants first
form their own judgment, then receive a recommendation from a language
model, and evaluate the same situation again. Such a procedure makes it
possible to record not merely the perception of the system but an actual shift
in human judgment.

One of the first systematic studies of this kind was the work of S. Kriigel,
A. Ostermaier and M. Uhl [17]. The authors conducted an experiment
with 1,851 participants from the United States, randomly assigned to
24 experimental conditions. For the main analysis 767 participants (41%)
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were retained, namely those who correctly identified both the source of the
advice and its content. Participants assessed the morality of a decision in
variants of the classic dilemma concerning the rescue of five people at the
cost of one life, after which they received advice from a human being or from
ChatGPT and repeated their assessment. The result proved fundamentally
important: the advice shifted moral judgments in its own direction to a
statistically significant degree. In the bridge variant the advice could even
reverse the initial majority. When the adviser recommended sacrificing
one person, 72% of participants considered such a decision right, whereas
when the recommendation was against doing so the figure was only 17%.
For ChatGPT the corresponding figures were 63% and 25%. Disclosure
that the advice came from a chatbot did not eliminate the effect.

Especially telling is the gap between actual influence and the subjective
sense of autonomy. Asked whether they would have made the same decision
without the advice received, 80% of participants answered in the affirmative,
yet their hypothetical answers continued to reproduce the direction of the
recommendation's influence. The experiment recorded not only a change
in moral assessment but also the inability of some participants to recognise
the extent of that influence. It is precisely this discrepancy between the
actual dependence of judgment and the experience of its autonomy that
bears directly on the notion of outsourcing. It is correct here to speak not of
a literal loss of authorship but of an experimentally detected influence and
its underestimation by the participants themselves.

Another aspect of the problem concerns not the actual shift of
judgment but the degree to which the moral advice of a language model
appears persuasive. D. Dillion and co-authors investigated this question
in an experiment [8] devoted to complex everyday moral dilemmas. Nine
hundred participants evaluated 50 questions from The Ethicist column,
comparing the original answers of the professional philosopher Kwame
Anthony Appiah with the answers of GPT-40. All assessments were made
on a seven-point scale. GPT-4o received higher mean ratings for morality
(5.63 against 5.21), trustworthiness (5.43 against 5.21), thoughtfulness
(6.11 against 5.88) and correctness (5.60 against 5.40). The difference in
the nuance rating was not statistically significant. On individual questions
the advantage was still more apparent: the morality of the GPT answer was
rated higher than that of The Ethicist in 37 of 50 cases, that is, in 74% of
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situations. These results require qualification. They do not demonstrate that
the model is morally more competent than a professional ethicist. The study
measured the perceived quality of the advice rather than its soundness, and
participants were moreover assessing answers to other people's dilemmas
rather than their own. The result does show, however, that a generative
model is capable of producing a text which, by socio-psychological markers
of competence - elaboration, balance, stylistic confidence — is perceived as
no less compelling than the advice of a recognised specialist.

A further question important for our problematics concerns the relation
between trust in the source and the actual persuasiveness of the advice.
E. Landes, K. Francis and J. Everett investigated it in three experiments
[19]. In the first, participants received advice on everyday moral dilemmas
presented as recommendations from a human being or from an LLM.
Although the human adviser was rated as more reliable and more trusted,
participants changed their moral judgments under the influence of the
LLM to no lesser degree than under the influence of a human being. In the
second study, which brought the procedure closer to real interaction with a
language model, prior information about the model's performance and its
assessed reliability did not determine the strength of subsequent persuasion.
In the third study the quality of argumentation likewise produced no simple
linear effect: good arguments did not increase persuasiveness compared
with the absence of arguments, whereas manifestly absurd arguments could
reduce it. This result made it possible to refine the mechanism underlying
outsourcing. A person may not consider the system particularly reliable and
yet still act on its advice. Psychological influence, therefore, need not pass
through a settled general trust in artificial intelligence. It may be realised
at the level of a particular answer, through the simple judgment that the
option offered “seems good enough”. Here the fundamental boundary runs
between being persuaded by an argument and situationally accepting a
ready decision. The former potentially preserves the subject's autonomy,
whereas the latter may contribute to its gradual replacement.

A further direction of empirical research concerns not the behaviour of
users but the properties of the systems themselves. V. Cheung, M. Maier
and F. Lieder have shown that large language models display cognitive
biases in moral decisions that are systematically amplified in comparison
with human beings: a bias towards inaction, and an effect whereby a slight
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change in the wording of a question leads the system to the opposite decision.
Especially important is the authors' conclusion that a substantial part of
these biases appears to be introduced or amplified during post-training and
alignment for dialogue interaction [5]. The moral profile of a system is thus
not explained solely by the reflection of biases present in the training texts;
it is also formed by subsequent engineering procedures. For the problem of
outsourcing this is of principal importance. A user who perceives the system
as an external source of moral evaluation has no access to the origin of
the normative dispositions that determine its answer, and therefore cannot
identify the persuasiveness of the advice with its moral soundness.

P. Sachdeva and T. van Nuenen approach the same picture from another
side [24]. The authors analysed more than 10,000 real everyday moral
dilemmas drawn from the online community Am I the Asshole (AITA) and
presented them to seven large language models, comparing the resulting
assessments with the decisions of Reddit users and with one another.
The result revealed two characteristics that at first sight appear
contradictory: the models displayed moderately high internal consistency
but low agreement among themselves. In other words, an individual
model could reproduce its own scheme of moral evaluation fairly
consistently, yet different models frequently arrived at different conclusions
about the same situation.

This result does not permit us to speak of a single “position of artificial
intelligence” on moral questions. What is at issue are the positions of
particular systems, formed by different training data and alignment
procedures. For a user who turns to a model as an external moral arbiter
this is of central importance: the form of a confident answer conceals the
fact that another model — or the same model under a different protocol of
interaction — might propose a different solution.

Still, the totality of these studies does not create the impression that the
empirical problem has been finally resolved. Most experiments measure
reactions to hypothetical situations rather than behaviour in circumstances
where the participant will actually bear the consequences. Short-term designs
predominate, recording situational influence but affording no grounds for
judging the cumulative effect of repeated recourse. Indicative in this respect
is the more recent work of T. van Nuenen and P. Sachdeva, who showed on
2,939 AITA dilemmas that a change in the narrative perspective produced a
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change in the moral verdict in 24.3% of cases, whereas superficial changes
to the text had a considerably smaller effect [32]. The moral judgment of a
system depends, therefore, not only on the content of the dilemma but also
on the manner of its linguistic presentation.

Thus the available empirical data permit a cautious but already
sufficiently definite conclusion. Language models are capable of shifting
human moral judgments situationally, and users underestimate the strength
of this influence. The persuasiveness of a model does not require a high
declared level of trust in it. The models themselves have no single stable
moral position, displaying model-specific dispositions and sensitivity to the
formulation of the task. Yet none of the results cited demonstrates a long-term
atrophy of moral competence or a transformation of cultural transmission.
It is this boundary between the established and the hypothetical that is
fundamental for the cultural analysis that follows. The available research
gives grounds for speaking of a short-term change in judgments and of the
high persuasiveness of algorithmically formulated advice, but does not yet
give grounds for asserting that repeated outsourcing regularly leads to a loss
of moral autonomy.

6. Cultural Asymmetry of Moral Mediation

Taken together, the studies cited above raise a question that extends
beyond the directly measurable influence of language models on individual
judgment: is the moral advice generated by a system culturally neutral?
This question is especially important given that a generative model does not
create moral judgment out of nothing. Its answers are formed on the basis
of training data and procedures of fine-tuning and alignment, and therefore
bear the imprint of the cultural, linguistic and social structure of the material
from which they were derived.

The problem has at least two interrelated dimensions. The first concerns
the evidence base itself, whose narrowness Henrich and co-authors have
documented [12, p. 63-72]. The second dimension concerns training data,
which systematically represent certain languages, regions and social groups
[4,p. 613-617]. For moral outsourcing this is decisive. If a model is used as a
reference source, the cultural bias of its answers remains a limited problem.
If, however, it becomes a participant in the production of judgment, then
together with the answer a way of seeing the situation is also acquired.
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How far moral evaluations diverge across societies was tested directly by
the Moral Machine experiment. E. Awad and co-authors collected millions
of choices from respondents in more than two hundred countries and
found that preferences group into stable regional clusters with systematic
differences between them [2, p. 61-63]. For our problematics this result
matters not as proof of the superiority of one moral system over another, but
as an argument against the assumption that there exists a single, culturally
neutral form of moral intuition which a generative system might simply
reproduce.

Cultural asymmetry in moral mediation should not, therefore, be
understood as the simple presence of “alien values” in an answer.
Considerably more complex is the situation in which a model offers the
user a particular hierarchy of the morally significant without marking it
as culturally conditioned. At the level of content the user may agree or
disagree with a specific piece of advice. At the level of the frame they
may not even notice that a particular way of posing the problem already
presupposes a choice between particular values. It is this second level that
appears the most significant for cultural analysis, since a frame may be
acquired not through a single acceptance of an individual judgment but
through a repeated practice of interaction.

In this sense it is important to distinguish the influence of an answer
from the influence of the way a question is posed. The former can be
measured relatively directly through the change of judgment before and
after interaction with a model. The latter is considerably harder to record,
since it concerns how the very set of categories through which the subject
subsequently interprets moral situations is altered. If a user regularly
turns to a system not merely for an argument but for a ready moral frame,
outsourcing may gradually become not a single act but a way of organising
their own moral experience.

In the Ukrainian context of wartime the problem acquires particular
significance. This concerns not an assumption but an actual situation:
the moral dilemmas widely encountered in Ukrainian society — the limits
of personal responsibility, forced choice, obligation to the community,
memory and forgiveness - carry a high social stake and are at the same time
insufficiently represented in global language data. It is this that makes the
Ukrainian material methodologically valuable: most experimental research
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is built on everyday dilemmas of low stake, whereas here the situations are
ones in which a moral error has a real cost.

It is important, however, not to assert that the corresponding Ukrainian
dilemmas are entirely absent from training data. It is more accurate to
speak of the unevenness of their representation and of the character of
that representation. Part of such material may be present in the English-
language digital space, but it often enters it through journalistic, academic
or political texts produced by external observers. The internal moral speech
of the community — everyday disputes, private arguments, local contexts,
linguistic nuances, informal ways of passing on experience — is potentially
represented differently. This is this difference that requires separate
empirical verification.

In such a context the linguistic dimension of the problem acquires
particular significance. Ukrainian is not merely a channel for conveying an
already formed moral content. It is the medium in which moral problems
receive their names, their distinctions and their argumentation. The question
whether a model's moral answer differs depending on the language of the
request therefore does not reduce to stylistic or translational differences.
Potentially at issue is a difference in the set of arguments and moral
categories that the system makes available to the user. A comparative test
of answers to identical dilemmas in Ukrainian and in English could show
whether such an asymmetry exists in fact. At the present stage this should
be regarded as a research hypothesis.

No less important is the question of the type of moral frame that a system
offers under conditions of war. The situations arising in such experience
have for the most part the structure of a conflict of loyalties rather than
a conflict of interests. Obligation to one's family collides with obligation
to the community, the preservation of life with obligation to the country.
Resolving such a dilemma within one's own tradition presupposes not
a weighing of consequences but a determination of which loyalty is the
higher, and an acceptance of guilt for violating the lower. The problem is
especially pronounced where a moral decision requires not the immediate
relief of tension but the capacity to hold a question open. Some Ukrainian
dilemmas have no resolution in the present tense, whereas the instrument by
its very construction issues an answer immediately.
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This yields a distinction fundamental for cultural analysis. Moral
outsourcing may alter not only individual assessments but also the moral
framework itself, that is, the way moral questions are posed — which
circumstances are considered relevant, which values are set against one
another, in what language the conflict is described. At this point the problem
of cultural asymmetry converges with the problem of value transmission:
cultural transfer occurs not only through the content of convictions but also
through the ways in which they are produced and justified.

7. A Typology of the Risks of Outsourcing Judgment

On the basis of the analysis conducted it is worth setting out the risks
by corresponding levels, from the individual to the socio-institutional.
The distinction of levels is essential, since the countermeasures appropriate
to each differ. The individual level covers the consequences for the
particular subject. The leading risk here is moral deskilling, a notion drawn
by S. Vallor from virtue ethics: moral competence is partly constituted by
practical skills acquired through repeated exercise, which may weaken
when the occasions for such exercise diminish, and technologies that take
over the performance of morally loaded actions reduce those occasions
[30, p. 110-118]. To this are added the illusion of soundness, in which the
fluency of a text is taken for depth of reasoning; heteronomy under the
guise of autonomy; and the formation of dependence, in which recourse to
a system replaces recourse to people.

At the epistemic level what is affected are the conditions under which
a person can know the morally significant at all. One of the principal risks
here is the attribution of unwarranted authority to the system. It has no
body, no interest of its own and no biography, and the user is inclined to
read this absence as impartiality, whereas in reality it means only that the
source of the position remains opaque.

Weighty risks are present at the cultural level. These are, in the first
place, the asymmetry with which different moral traditions are represented,
and the displacement of local moral vocabularies, that is, of the linguistic
categories in which a community names and distinguishes moral situations.
Next is the weakening of the channel of intergenerational transmission:
moral advice is increasingly sought from an instance that does not share
the community's lived history or collective memory and bears no part in
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its future. There is also the loss of the dilemma as a cultural form: a tragic
choice, which within a tradition exists as insoluble and for that very reason
gives rise to tragedy, to the novel and to moral reflection, is reformatted
into a task with an optimal solution. S. Turkle has described a mechanism
structurally identical to the argument about deskilling: the displacement of
conversation by the exchange of messages reduces the number of situations
in which a person must endure the discomfort of direct contact, and
thereby diminishes the capacity for empathy, which is formed only in such
situations [29, p. 21-35]. Seeking moral advice from another person has
always been a socially costly act, and those costs performed a function,
embedding the request within the fabric of relationships. Recourse to a
system is costless and therefore generates no relationship.

At the socio-institutional level the consequences fall on social structures.
The leading risk is a rupture of responsibility. In a chain where a person
asked, a system answered and a person acted, there is no point at which
responsibility can be unambiguously located. Next is the erosion of moral
communities as sites of shared deliberation, since individual recourse
removes the need for collective discussion. Inequality of access to high-
quality systems constitutes a new dimension of cultural inequality. Finally,
there is political vulnerability, since an infrastructure to which people turn
en masse for moral orientation is an attractive target for influence.

One further consideration takes the problem beyond a simple enumeration.
First, it is necessary to distinguish notions that are frequently conflated
in discussions of morality and technology. Moral evil in the classical
understanding presupposes a subject, an intention and responsibility.
The banality of evil in Arendt's sense describes harm inflicted without evil
intent, yet by a person who has refused to think. Artificial evil is a special
term denoting moral harm arising in information systems as a consequence
of imperfect design or of misuse. Cumulative technologically mediated
harm is a broader category, encompassing the consequences of an aggregate
of conscientious but structurally uncoordinated actions. Moral outsourcing
is described most accurately by this last category.

The structure of the process is transparent enough. A developer configures
the system to be cautious, guided by entirely good considerations. The user
turns to it wishing to act rightly. The system produces a balanced, correct
answer. Yet the aggregate consequence of millions of such interactions
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may be something none of the participants desired: a narrowing of the
community's moral vocabulary and a weakening of its members' capacity
to judge independently.

It is here, it would seem, that the boundary runs between the ethics of
technology and cultural policy. The ethics of technology operates with the
categories of intention, responsibility and accountability, and therefore
works poorly where harm is the cumulative effect of conscientious actions.
Cultural policy, by contrast, is accustomed to dealing exactly with such
processes: the decline of a language, the loss of an activity, the disappearance
of a tradition rarely have a culprit, yet they are entirely amenable to analysis
and, to a degree, to regulation. From this it follows that instruments for
resolving the problem described are to be sought rather in the second of
these spheres.

8. Conditions for Productive Interaction with a Model

An analysis that ends merely with a list of risks is incomplete.
The available data give grounds for the conclusion that the influence of
language models on moral judgment is not uniform and depends on the mode of
interaction. The distinction proposed by E. Landes and co-authors indicates
that between a change of position under the influence of an argument and a
change of position through submission to an instance there are formed the
conditions under which interaction sustains moral competence [19].

The first condition is the sequence of steps. Interaction works if the
subject formulates a position before turning to the system, and fails if they
turn to it instead of formulating one. The technically simple requirement
of recording one's own judgment in advance changes the character of the
subsequent interaction fundamentally: the presence of a fixed position turns
the system's answer into an object of comparison rather than a source.

The second condition is the mode of interaction. A request for arguments
against the subject's own position is productive; a request for the answer is
not. A system asked to find the strongest objections performs the function
that in the moral tradition was performed by an opponent, and in doing so
does not replace the act of choice. A request for a conclusion, by contrast, is
outsourcing in its pure form.

The third condition is the plurality of sources. Since agreement between
different systems is low, putting the same question to several of them
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reveals a divergence that is itself valuable evidence: it restores to the user
the understanding that what is at issue is a position and not a truth.

The fourth condition is educational. It echoes the thesis advanced in the
literature concerning the need to form a digital culture in which users are
aware that they can no longer reliably establish the origin of a text and must
therefore be more critical [22]. In the sphere of moral judgment this precept
takes a concrete form: criticality should be directed not at the verification of
facts, which in a moral situation are rarely in dispute, but at recognising the
value frame within which the answer has been formulated. Hence a concrete
task for the educational system - the formation of the skill of recognising
the moment at which a justification has ceased to be one's own. This is a
skill and not a body of knowledge, and it requires exercise. A practical form
might be work on the analysis of dilemmas in which a student consecutively
performs three steps: formulates a position, receives a generated alternative,
and justifies agreement or disagreement with it. Such a format does not
prohibit the use of the instrument but embeds it in a structure that preserves
exercise.

The fifth condition concerns developers and regulators. Since a
substantial part of the systems' moral biases appears to originate in post-
training and alignment [5], the requirement of transparency regarding these
stages is not abstract but operational. A user who seeks moral advice has
the right to know that the system's caution is an engineering decision rather
than a moral position, and that it systematically shifts recommendations
towards abstention from action.

CONCLUSIONS

Moral outsourcing is an independent phenomenon, distinct from moral
consultation, moral enhancement and moral automation. Its specificity lies
in the rupture between the formally retained authorship of a decision and
the actual transfer of the work of judgment. Culturally more significant is
the outsourcing not of an individual decision but of a moral frame.

The correctness of the content of advice does not guarantee the
autonomy of a decision. Within the Kantian framework, a judgment
repeated without one's own testing of its grounds acquires the features
of heteronomous acceptance. Arendt's understanding of judgment as an
activity refines the mechanism, while the postphenomenological tradition
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adds the understanding that a system structures a moral situation before
deliberation upon it has begun.

The persuasiveness of algorithmic advice is conditioned by an aggregate
of mechanisms: automation bias, algorithm appreciation, the transfer
of responsibility, the correspondence between the system's product and
the need for a ready justification of an already existing intuition, and the
tendency of systems to agree with the user. The psychological theories
drawn upon are used as partial explanations rather than as components of a
single model.

Empirical data from 2023 to 2026 attest to a short-term influence of
language models on moral judgment under controlled conditions. Some
systematic biases appear to be introduced or amplified during post-training
and alignment, and remain largely opaque to users.

The risks of outsourcing manifest themselves at the individual,
epistemic, cultural and socio-institutional levels. The leading risks are
moral deskilling, the attribution of unwarranted authority to the system,
the possible displacement of local moral vocabularies and a rupture of
responsibility. None of these risks is inevitable: each is realised under
particular conditions of interaction.

The moral harm resulting from widespread outsourcing is described
as cumulative technologically mediated harm. It is the consequence of
conscientious but structurally uncoordinated actions on the part of all
participants and has no author. The proper field for addressing it is cultural
policy and education rather than an ethics of technology oriented towards
intention and accountability.

Interaction with a language model can sustain moral competence provided
that the subject formulates a position in advance, requests objections rather
than conclusions, consults several systems, engages with educational
formats that preserve exercise, and that developers are transparent about
post-training and alignment. Prospects for further research are connected
above all with the empirical verification of the assumptions advanced here.
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