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Abstract This article is devoted to the problem of responsibility as it arises 
in the context of the technosystem—where the latter is enhanced by the work 
of intelligent devices. In this case, the system in question refers to the relationship 
between man, functioning in the various roles of creator, trainer, owner and user 
of intelligent agents, and machines equipped with artificial intelligence. Suppose we 
assume that the aim of technological development is the well-being of the human 
being living now and the human being of the future. In that case, attention must 
be focused on the value of responsibility. The system of technology is embedded 
in a cultural and social context. The author diagnoses the causes of the disap‑
pearance of responsibility (the adjacency of actions) in the context of using smart 
devices, and considers what should be done to counteract this. The background 
for the analyses undertaken is furnished by ecosystem theory, together with the 
related concept of instrumentalization as construed by Andrew Feinberg, and Hans 
Jonas’ ethical theory of responsibility—considered as they relate to the analysis 
of selected cases.
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The technosystem is based on a specific conception of life on which we cannot 
avoid taking a stand, whether consciously and explicitly, or passively in sub‑
mission to the uncontested facts. . . . Progress is not technical or moral but 
technical and moral. In a society based on technical rationality the process 
of transcendence must itself have a rational structure—it must make sense 
in technical terms just as technical change must make sense in moral terms. 

 (Feenberg 2017, 220)

Introduction: Intelligent Machines
In today’s world we are increasingly—and willingly—making use of devices 
equipped with artificial intelligence. This applies to various areas of human 
activity. The design of intelligent machines means that we obtain a bril‑
liant technical ‘partner’ for human activities in business, science, medicine 
and institutional management. It is also an essential ‘companion’ in public 
transport, tourism and entertainment activities. Intelligent machines use 
artificial intelligence (AI) in their operations. However, it is not easy to 
define this clearly. AI is a collection of different technologies that allow 
data mining, exploiting the potential of deep machine learning, natural 
language processing, artificial neural networks, logic programming, auto‑
mation of decision-making processes, and a whole range of virtual and 
machine elements (Konotos 2021).

In the context of AI, ‘intelligence’ means dealing with an algorithm cre‑
ated on the basis of a dataset containing exemplary behavioural models. 
The program independently searches for relationships between the data 
and proposes solution patterns and specific courses of action (Przegalińska 
and Oksanowicz 2023). The speed of information transfer between humans 
and intelligent devices, together with intelligent machines (the Internet 
of Things), plays an important role here. We currently use ‘weak/narrow AI’ 
to solve specific problems. Its specialized skills allow it to perform certain 
tasks better than humans. Work is underway to create ‘strong/general AI’ 
with multi-threaded knowledge and cognitive abilities that will enable intel‑
ligent machines to solve functions at a more advanced level than humans. 
The next stage in the development of AI is expected to be self-aware super‑
intelligence—the ‘singularity’—which will be capable of making conscious 
choices. So far, we remain at the level of ‘weak AI-ANI,’ but work is under‑
way to create ‘strong AI-AGI’ (Boden 2018).

The use of AI is linked to the concept of an ‘expert system.’ Its opera‑
tion consists of  emulating the decision-making process executed by 
a human expert in a given field. Emulation does not mean simulation 
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of the decision-making process, but rather indicates a ‘parallel’ process, 
so to speak, alongside that of human decision-making. Expert systems 
use databases to ‘extend’ our scope of action. They can significantly help 
humans optimize the decision-making process, and improve companies’ 
level of business efficiency (Jackson 1998).

When referring to intelligent machines, we use the term ‘agent.’ This 
denotes an ‘entity’ operating in a specific environment, capable of com‑
municating, checking, and reacting to environmental changes. Intelligent 
machines can be thought of as (1) agents that extend our ability to act, 
(2) agents equipped with a certain degree of autonomy of action, or (3) sys‑
tems whose task is to optimize human actions.

For example, an intelligent agent can help manage information by search‑
ing for it in online resources and selecting and filtering data. An intelli‑
gent avatar can represent a user in cyberspace, facilitate online commerce, 
or facilitate business management. Another critical aspect of the use of AI 
is in medicine. Here we have in mind algorithms for collecting informa‑
tion on patients’ health. For this purpose, we can use smartphones with 
applications that allow instant information on the changing state of this. 
‘Speed’ of access to information will enable us to undertake effective treat‑
ment options. An intelligent program can help create an effective vaccine. 
An exciting application of AI can be seen in the use of algorithms to find 
potential organ donors and recipients requiring a specific tissue match (Fry 
2018). This is also when the speed of access to information matters—if we 
are to take effective medical action promptly.

The intelligent agent is unaware of the subjective distinctiveness of its 
existence (Floridi and Sanders 2004). From the perspective of cognitive 
science, it is recognized that humans are beings that are conscious of their 
existence, but we ourselves do not know why we are aware of anything 
(Dehaene 2014). In this dreamlike scenario, it is not easy to entertain the 
thought that we could create an artificial consciousness. The latter could 
just happen by accident, uncontrollably, thanks to the actions of some 
programmer. This is one of the deepest human fears relating to our tech‑
nological future. When we talk about humans, we link consciousness with 
free will. We do not equip intelligent machines with an artificial will to 
act. By analogy with free will, we speak of ‘machine autonomy,’ especially 
when we want to draw attention to the operation of intelligent devices 
with limited or no human supervision (Wojewoda 2023).

Where intelligent machines are concerned, it is necessary to distinguish 
intelligence from consciousness. Robots, without being conscious, can be 
intelligent. They can be taught to follow legal and ethical rules that forbid 
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endangering humans (Lin et al. 2017). However, it is challenging to expect 
intelligent machines to solve moral dilemmas when choosing between 
values of similar importance, such as life and truth. For example, a clever 
medical diagnosis robot can be a valuable assistant for medical services. 
Oriented towards the value of providing truthful information based on the 
patient’s health data, it will inform the patient that their condition is dire, 
and that there is no point in further treatment. This can then trigger a radi‑
cal mental crisis and suicidal thoughts on the part of the patient. How‑
ever, such consequences clearly conflict with the affirmation of the value 
of life (Alowais et al. 2023). Doctors are expected to show sensitivity and 
be capable of communicating information to patients about their condition 
in ways that are appropriately nuanced. Currently, only humans can solve 
dilemmas and communicate with patients based on a specific understand‑
ing of values and the complex nature of what is involved in realizing them. 
Creating intelligent yet conscious machines (AGIs) will probably render 
them capable of solving human dilemmas. The acquisition of conscious‑
ness by AI will involve further challenges. The next step will be to assign 
rights to conscious machines similar to human rights—such as the right 
to have their existence protected by not being disconnected from a power 
source, or to have their mental health preserved in the context of possible 
software changes. It is difficult for us now to imagine the complexity of the 
problems that would have to be solved in this situation.

The  autonomy of  intelligent machines is  a  matter of  degree. First, 
machines are not autonomous when it comes to their energy source—
they must be powered. Second, they serve to ‘complement’ and ‘extend’ 
human capabilities. Third, it is the human being that determines the specific 
goals and how the machine will achieve them. Fourth, the human being 
sets the general objectives, while the machine itself selects the ways and 
circumstances of their implementation: so the human still controls task 
performance, but only at the level of overall objectives. Fifth, the machine 
defines its own tasks and chooses how to realize them. The human only 
deals with the result of the task performed (Glaser and Rossbach 2011). 
The autonomization of machines, to be sure, offers excellent opportunities 
for humans, and does not in and of itself generate any novel threat. A revolt 
by robots will be possible, though, once they become fully autonomous.

Machines equipped with AI are not conscious, so it is difficult to assign 
a moral characterization (good/bad, right/wrong) to their actions. However, 
decisions made by humans with significant participation from intelligent 
machines are ethical. It is now recognized that intelligent machines are 
not axiologically neutral. Things, including intelligent things, are bearers 
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of specific values. Indeed, the realization of values depends to a large extent 
on such bearers. The choice of the bearer with which a value is to be real‑
ized is something that can influence the moral decision-maker’s reading 
of the situation. For example, using AI-equipped drones fundamentally 
changes the nature of warfare. It distances the user of the tool from the 
consequences of the action. The introduction of intelligent tools for vari‑
ous activities affects the assessment of the user’s skill—we can perform 
many activities faster and more precisely. At the same time, being quicker 
and more efficient does not necessarily mean it is an instance of morally 
good use.

When using technical devices, we focus on usability and functionality 
in achieving our intended purpose. In assessing specific situations, other 
values should also be considered, such as life, one’s health, or the health 
of others, as well as the value of the common good or the good of human‑
ity. Values of this kind provide a meta-level for reading values such as 
functionality or effectiveness. Value can be understood in three ways: 
(1) substantively, as an entity in its own right; (2) attributively, as a feature 
of a thing; (3) in terms of utility, as the equivalent of something handy to 
us (Fleischer 2010). Values concern the relational sense of the connections 
between creators, technical objects and their users. From the point of view 
of axiological relationalism, values are an essential part of our cultural 
endowment; they are the backdrop for our individual and social valua‑
tions (Wojewoda 2022). Consciously accepted moral responsibility is linked 
to, among other things, the value of life and health, and concern for the 
well-being of humanity understood as concern for the future. Responsi‑
bility opens up a meta-level with respect to our appreciation of the value 
of life, health and the common good. For example, we link the functionality 
of a piece of equipment to concern for the quality of life.

The problem to be posed here is the following: in what sense does the 
technological mediation of action through intelligent tools distance humans 
from the consequences of decisions? In this article, the issue of respon‑
sibility as it pertains to intelligent machines will be analysed from the 
perspective of Andrew Feenberg’s technosystem theory and Hans Jonas’ 
ethics of responsibility. The idea is to diagnose the related depersonalization 
of decision-making and blurring of moral responsibility affecting savvy 
machine users.

The topic of the ethical use of intelligent machines already has a con‑
siderable literature. It is primarily concerned with developing ethical and 
legal principles for artificial intelligence (Lin et al. 2017; Coeckelbergh 2020). 
The traditional model for constructing rules is based on Isaac Asimov’s 
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concept of ethics for robots. In his view, ethical rules form a set of rules 
similar to legal procedures or instructions created by a superior (manager) 
for a subordinate (employee). This relationship resembles the relationship 
between master and slave (Asimov 1950). However, this solution is inad‑
equate. Therefore, solutions are also being formulated to teach intelligent 
machines human values and equip them with empathetical abilities (Minsky 
2007). This idea of ethical principles for AI is complex and multi-stage. 
However, it requires the creation of an informed artificial intelligence—
a powerful AI or superintelligence (Bostrom 2014; Floridi 2023). The pres‑
ent author seeks to draw attention to yet another theme, which concerns 
the use of intelligent machines inside organizational structures. The use 
of intelligent machines can help enhance the efficiency and effectiveness 
of an institution’s operations. However, an intelligent system can also itself 
become a precise tool for improving an organization’s level of efficiency. 
Andrew Feenberg’s conception deserves attention in this regard, and will 
be discussed below.

The Technosystem in its Social and Cultural Context
We can construe the term ‘technique’ (techne) in four ways: (1) as tools, 
these being ones that did not arise naturally in nature; (2) as the ability to 
perform certain activities using the tools just mentioned (Heidegger 1977); 
(3) as products of action, in the sense of technical artefacts (machines, 
equipment), as well as procedures and rules specifying a certain correct 
model of acting (Lizut 2014); and (4) as a system of technology. This last 
way of understanding technology points to the close relationship between 
man, civilization, and the products of technology (Dusek 2006). This depen‑
dence involves the environment, culture, and individual humans. It is also 
a two-way relationship—we are constantly changing and improving the 
tools we use and seeking new ways to employ them. The use of techni‑
cal tools ultimately affects us: we change at the level of our functioning 
in the world and our social understanding of reality. By using such tools, 
we become participants in a technical way of life, and even define our 
own very identity through practices relating to their use (Feenberg 2006). 
We are currently experiencing such change with a particular intensity. 
The knowledge society needs constant and fluid access to information, and 
information that is appropriately selected. The products of technology and 
their use influence social, cultural and political change.

The issue of systems of technology was addressed in the 1960s by the 
French philosopher of technology Jacques Ellul. He mainly pointed out 
the dangers associated with the influence of technology on the human 
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understanding of reality. He believed the technical mindset was fundamen‑
tally directed towards calculating and achieving specific goals. The reason 
for introducing technical thinking into organizations was to eliminate what 
is accidental in human action and to anticipate future risks. What we have 
in mind here is not a full-scale anticipation of the future, but the prepara‑
tion of procedures for dealing with complex crises. According to Ellul, the 
fundamental purpose of setting up a system is to speed up and optimize 
the decision-making process and develop mechanical habits in employ‑
ees. In his view, what is human in the decision-making process is related 
to arbitrariness and the influence of emotional factors. Rationalizing the 
decision-making process means that we eliminate such subjective and 
arbitrary factors from human agency. Rationality is understood here as 
the pursuit of a technical model for exercising organizational power. For 
example, systemizing activities involves subjecting employees’ behaviour 
to procedures, and a specialized model for assessing task performance.

In Ellul’s view, systemic organizational management is supposed to lead 
to a mechanization of human behaviour that is not pleasing to employ‑
ees but is helpful for the organization. However, this reveals a critical 
danger in the form of the adiaphorization of action and the disappearance 
of the sense of responsibility (Ellul 1980, 35–40). Adiaphorization (from 
the Ancient Greek adiaphoron, meaning ‘morally indifferent act’) consists 
in a subject’s making a decision mediated by technical and systemic rules, 
treating their action as based on pragmatic utility and at the same time 
as morally indifferent. Sigmund Bauman analysed this issue, seeing it as 
an oppressive tool of the bureaucratic model of exercising power in an 
organization. The disappearance of any ethical consciousness associated 
with the work performed means that the decision is no longer analysed 
from a moral perspective. Instead, efficiency, functionality, and the achiev‑
ing of operational goals are introduced (Bauman 1991, 440–42). These are 
values reflecting a qualitatively lower level of axiological engagement, 
and in this way employees become cogs in the organization’s machine. 
Moreover, Hannah Arendt wrote about adiaphorization in similar terms, 
understanding it to be the cause of moral indifference to the mass exter‑
mination of the Jewish population. Adiaphorization causes the individual 
to embody a mechanical attitude, such that they follow orders/commands 
and are not responsible for the consequences. This involves an attitude 
of self-justification and moral indifference (Arendt 2003, 62–63).

An analysis of the system of technology from a social and cultural point 
of view has also been developed by the contemporary philosopher Andrew 
Feenberg. He distinguishes four main ways of understanding technology: 
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(1) as technical determinism, in which technological creations fundamen‑
tally influence human action and lifestyles; (2) as socio-cultural determin‑
ism, in which technology is adapted to social, political, and cultural changes; 
(3) in terms of interactionism, where it is assumed that technology and users 
constitute a specific whole within which it is difficult to determine which 
element is dominant; and (4) critical constructivism, in which the system 
entails the close interdependence of humans and technology, but is also so 
malleable that it can be modified (Feenberg 2009). In his later research, the 
American philosopher himself adopts this last position.

Feenberg recognizes that human activities, including technology-related 
ones, are embedded in a world of values. Some of this involves moral values, 
based on which we consider human behaviour right or wrong. The author 
of the book Technosystem poses an important question: does not technology, 
or its use, lead to the disappearance of our moral sensitivity?

Among other things, Feenberg analyses the value of the utility of technical 
tools. The subjective aspect of usability is based on the belief that using the 
device in question is correct. In contrast, the objective element of usability 
concerns knowledge of the device’s technical capabilities. In this case, practi‑
cal rationality is based on justifying for what purpose and to what extent the 
device should be used appropriately in a specific social, business, medical 
or political context. The purpose of use depends on the characteristics of the 
object itself, the individual beliefs of the subject, and also on culturally and 
institutionally approved ways of using it (Feenberg 2017).

This goal is linked to our mental map and our systemic imaginaries. Such 
imaginaries relate to the capabilities inscribed in the machine, the subjective 
skills involved in using these devices, and the social imaginary in which 
the creator and user of the device operate. For example, the smartphone 
we use is constantly equipped with new affordances. We can use them 
meaningfully when we have mastered specific skills, and when we func‑
tion in a developed technological society where individuals and institutions 
have produced appropriate strategies for using such devices. Here, forms 
of essential and occasional use should also be considered. Understood as 
a system, technology is more than the sum of its constituent parts: there is, 
in addition, whatever quality it has, qua part, that results from our human 
relationship with techne-related creations. It is generally recognized that we 
do change under the influence of technology, and certainly we are mindful 
of how we use devices now and how we used them in the past.

The culture surrounding techne-related creations fulfils an important 
role: namely, it points to a system of meanings and practices of technical 
use developed within a community. It is, therefore, not only about technical 
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feasibility, but also about the social justification and psychological credibil‑
ity of a particular use of techne-related artefacts. For example, we usually 
assume that we are safe using an app to carry out banking operations via 
a notebook or smartphone. In this case, we rely on our own ‘common sense,’ 
as well as a socially entrenched belief that such an action is right. Critical 
constructivism assumes that the use of technical tools depends on a cultural 
and axiological framework. The function of the tool is subject to interpre‑
tation. It depends on the technological imagination, socially established 
habits of behaviour, and approved action practices. Nowadays, the selection 
of artefacts of technology is primarily made within the framework of insti‑
tutions, associated procedures of action, and specific technical disciplines.

Feenberg refers to ‘instrumentalization theory’ to clarify the question 
of the functionality of contemporary technological artefacts. Identifying 
affordances requires a decontextualization of techne-related objects. Here, 
we have two levels of reflection—the technical and the cultural. In the 
process of interpretation, we determine the meaning of artefacts by refer‑
ring to legible values. For example, the usefulness of a thing means that 
we, as users, select the rules of its effectiveness. We do this because of our 
expectations. User preferences are embedded in an axiological background 
that determines in which situations a thing counts as functional, safe and 
sensible and under which conditions as a form of misuse—e.g., when it 
leads to dependence on the artefact. Values provide a cultural background 
giving credence to human practices. For example, when we use digital tools 
to work online, we recognize that this kind of work is just as productive as 
working in the office or at university.

In the process of interpretation, we consider the AI-equipped artefacts, 
their creators (in the case of AI, we are talking here about programmers 
and skills trainers), and the users of these tools. The meanings within these 
relationships are not fixed once and for all: every so often, we reinterpret 
our reading of the relationships between them (Feenberg 2017). In addition 
to the technical dimension, the design of tools also involves a recontextu‑
alization of their meaning. This process then equips the devices with new 
capabilities and meanings to justify their use. The next stage is to change 
our mental map, modify our conceptual models, and create imaginary sys‑
tems for the effective and meaningful use of our digital tools (Norman 2023). 
Behind all these technical proposals lies a set of background axiological 
commitments, which must often be articulated. This implies, among other 
things, a focus on improving the speed of access to information, communi‑
cative convenience, and a concern to be in control of one’s health. It is not 
just a matter of suggesting new possibilities related to the use of digital 
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devices, but also of overcoming individual and social fears, changing per‑
sonal habits, modifying the social and mental map, and creating a socially 
approved view that these devices are helpful and at the same time safe—that 
is, that our sensitive data is adequately protected.

Ways of using tools can result from imitation and the social compulsion 
to participate in certain practices. The relationship between the social and 
the technological compulsion to use tools is interesting. On the one hand, 
the range of professional, institutional activities that an individual can 
(and is now supposed to) carry out using digital tools is constantly expand‑
ing. On the other hand, the spread of these tools may widen the scope 
of exclusion, pushing large groups of people to the margins of social and 
professional life (Suchacka et al. 2021). Therefore, it is essential to design 
responsibly, equip devices with clear markers, and define understandable 
ways of using technical devices. What we have in mind here is a move away 
from a model based on compulsion, and toward creating positive habits 
of use. We should maintain a critical attitude towards technopression—the 
compulsion to use digital devices. Technological culture should lead to the 
development of human beings and their social and creative skills, and not 
to their objectification (Krzykawski 2023).

Techne and Moral Responsibility
Following Hans Jonas, we shall distinguish between moral responsibility 
and legal liability. The latter concerns compliance with rules laid down by 
a state, or by international law, while the former, in its legal sense, addresses 
the negative consequences of a subject’s conduct as these relate to some 
negative state of affairs resulting from their freely chosen actions. Legal 
liability concerns acts whose significance is determined post-factum—as 
well as, more generally, ones that have happened with specific conse‑
quences (Peno 2015). In this article, we shall focus on moral responsibility. 
Jonas (1984) highlighted several factors to consider when discussing moral 
responsibility as it relates to the use of traditional technical tools dating 
from the second industrial revolution. We, on the other hand, are now at the 
stage of the fourth and projected fifth industrial revolution (the use AI). 
In modernizing Jonas’ conception, we will relate it to the issue of the use 
of intelligent machines. It consists of three essential elements.

1) Reflecting on the future. Here we assume that we are dealing with 
probabilities of future events. Analysing scenarios pertaining to such pos‑
sible courses of events prepares us for their undesirable consequences. 
As long as the danger is unknown, we do not know how to protect our‑
selves—in this case, we identify the sources of risk and diagnose the causes 
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of user misbehaviour (Jonas, 1984). Describing and explaining the causes 
of wrongdoing is supposed to make us work out scenarios for counteract‑
ing the negative consequences of activities related to the use of intelligent 
machines.

2) Asymmetry of action. In defining the rules of moral responsibility, we 
cannot rely on the law of reciprocity. Reciprocity means that we expect 
behaviour of a similar kind to our own, whereas the intelligent machine 
is assumed not to be a conscious subject but rather an agent whose assis‑
tance we use. The intelligent agent is an integral part of the expert team, 
because the information it provides, or its skills, influence the decision-
making process and the action strategy adopted. The asymmetry is that we 
do not expect the intelligent machine to behave responsibly. It is a valu‑
able tool for acquiring and collecting data, but it is the human being who 
designs, trains and supervises the intelligent machine that is responsible 
for its actions, even when using AI.

3) Causal power. Moral responsibility is linked to the category of causal 
power. In using the term ‘power,’ we are describing the impact of an indi‑
vidual or organization on the external environment and the lives of others. 
Being responsible means that the subject can be considered a conscious exec‑
utor of their action: in other words, there is a causal relationship between 
the action and its consequences. By introducing intelligent machines, we 
increase the power of our impact on the environment. Still, paradoxically, 
we separate ourselves from the consequences of this action significantly 
when we systematically increase the autonomy of intelligent machines. 
This separation makes us systematically lose the ability to analyse the 
action in moral terms (Jonas 1984).

A good example of the adiaphorization phenomenon—the suspension 
of responsibility in the context of the use of technical tools equipped with 
artificial intelligence—is the Lavender program created by the Israeli army 
to eliminate Palestinian Hamas or Islamic Jihad fighters (Brigadier Gen‑
eral YS 2021). The Israeli military used AI to mark Gaza zones as suspected 
of carrying out attacks against Israelis. This included actual militants, but 
also those individuals who were Hamas or Islamic Jihad sympathizers. 
Human oversight of combat drone operations was reduced to a minimum. 
The machine was given significant autonomy regarding who to eliminate 
and what places to bomb. As a result of the indiscriminate bombing, many 
innocent people were killed who were in the firing zone of the bombs being 
dropped. The human supervisor of the Lavender system was limited to deter‑
mining the algorithm of people to eliminate, while agreeing to kill random 
victims of the attack. The Israeli army decided to use the intelligent system 
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even though it made the wrong decisions in about 10  percent of cases. 
Sometimes, it flagged as dangerous individuals people who had only a loose 
connection to militant groups. The operation of the Lavender intelligence 
program is an example of the systematic narrowing of the field of human 
responsibility through smart devices. Transferring this responsibility to 
algorithms means there is no connection between the person making the 
decision and the consequences of his/her action (Yuval 2024).

What gives moral responsibility its specificity is that it does not seek 
to analyse the consequences themselves, but rather to consider the over‑
all well-being of the persons associated with the action taken. Practical 
rationality involves considering what needs to be done to avoid moral evil, 
or how to restore the good that has been violated. We are concerned with 
identifying irresponsible behaviour in advance, as it were, before it is actu‑
alized. From this perspective, our aim is to consider possible consequences, 
not those already transpiring. Irresponsibility is an omission or failure 
to undertake certain activities: one from which negative consequences 
may arise. We do not expect moral reflection in this sense from intel‑
ligent machines. It is a peculiarity of human thinking and human ethical 
sensitivity. In a root sense, moral responsibility stems from the awareness 
that human well-being may be endangered by my actions or my inaction. 
The discovery of the causes of this threat makes it necessary to engage 
in activities to counteract it. We are not yet in a position to algorithmize 
this kind of awareness and transfer it to machine activity.

Conclusion
Technological mediation makes it increasingly difficult for us to identify the 
link between a conscious choice, the resulting action, and the consequences 
of that action. Autonomous devices distance the user from the consequences 
of their actions primarily when the machine determines the specific goal and 
the means of achieving it. It is essential to recognize that no command can 
enforce moral responsibility where the latter is based on voluntarily accepting 
a commitment to responsibility. While it is true that we are accountable for 
someone or something to someone or an institution, the key is the conscious 
acceptance of a commitment to a particular action. Moral responsibility 
is about acting freely and consciously. We do not expect this kind of action 
from animals or intelligent machines. When we think of responsibility, we 
consider the subject’s responsibility for the intentions and consequences 
of their actions. With this in mind, Feenberg invokes the concept of phronesis 
from Aristotle—practical reason associated with the subject’s trained ability 
to make accurate moral choices (Feenberg 2017).
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Currently, it seems that the exercising of such a skill only takes place 
in a cultural and social vacuum. We need a ‘frenetic background’ embedded 
in the ecosystem, in which the creation of functional and valuable machines 
is linked to responsibility for their use. A background of this sort often goes 
unarticulated, but this is surely a condition for any rational debate over the 
extent of individual and social responsibility for the rules governing the 
development of smart devices. In this sense, we need an institution with 
an appropriate organizational culture, in which the laws of responsible 
behaviour are followed out of habit—technical phronesis.

When analysing the issue of responsibility in the context of the cre‑
ation and use of intelligent devices, we are talking about the responsibility 
of programmers, trainers, robot builders, owners and users. The design 
and use of intelligent machines should be linked to responsibility for our 
quality of life and concern for future generations. Referring back to Jonas’ 
thought, when increasing the power of our actions through the design and 
use of intelligent artefacts we cannot overlook the issue of responsibility 
for the possible consequences of our actions. On the other hand, Feenberg 
emphasizes that the technosystem’s coherence not only refers to the utility 
of things but also has a normative significance: i.e., it speaks about what 
the system should be like.

In addition to practical values, a human-friendly technical system must 
consider values at the meta-level, such as concern for the quality of life, and 
responsibility for the well-being, of both those currently living and future 
generations. In a moral sense, practical reason must be employed not only to 
seek new solutions but also to define the limits of a model of technological 
development that otherwise would be undesirable for humanity. The social 
acceptance of intelligent machines should not lead its designers and users 
to lose sight of critical thinking and the ability to make independent moral 
judgments. If AI is an ethical tool, it is because its programmers, trainers 
and users are honest. If its development is done without analysing moral 
issues, it could lead to serious social problems.

The progress associated with the development of AI is exponential, so it 
is difficult to predict the future course of discoveries, or new applications 
of artificial intelligence tools. An important issue is the development of ethi‑
cal rules for AI. Currently, we think of these rules in terms of task regula‑
tions. However, this may not be enough: we associate moral responsibility 
with consciousness, and research into creating conscious AI is undergoing 
intensive development. AGI—a powerful form of AI/superintelligence—may 
be achieved soon, and then the task of artificial intelligence developers and 
trainers will be to create subjective rules of moral action for it.
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