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Аннотация: Человеческая жизнь неизбежно связана с возникновением 
ситуаций, в которых испытанию подвергается совесть. Такие ситуации 
можно интерпретировать как этические риски. Многообразие этических 
рисков обусловлено, в первую очередь, многообразием коммуникатив-
ных ситуаций, учитывая возможность коммуникации как с другими, так 
и с самим собой. В настоящее время круг партнеров по взаимодействию 
на естественном языке, увеличился за счет систем генеративного искус-
ственного интеллекта (ИИ). Человек может взаимодействовать не только 
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с Другим, но и с искусственным Другим (чат-боты на основе больших 
языковых моделей, голосовые помощники, «умные» колонки). Это по-
рождает новые этические риски, обусловленные чрезмерной антропо-
морфизацией или чрезмерной инструментализацией искусственного ин-
теллекта. Чрезмерная антропоморфизация приводит к рискам сверхдо-
верия ИИ, а чрезмерная инструментализация — к рискам вседозволен-
ности и порабощения ИИ. Образ искусственного Другого, встраивающе-
гося в архитектонику поступка, описанную в ранних работах Михаила 
Бахтина, позволяет уйти от обозначенных крайностей и минимизировать 
этические риски. Перспективными стратегиями представляются вежли-
вость и отказ от притязаний на авторство сгенерированного контента. 
 
Ключевые слова: этические риски, Другой, искусственный Другой, 
архитектоника поступка, совесть, вежливость, авторство. 
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Abstract: Human life inevitably involves situations that give rise to ethical 
risks and moral dilemmas. The variety of ethical risks is primarily determined 
by the diversity of communication situations, including communication both 
with others and with oneself. Currently, the range of partners for natural lan-
guage interaction has expanded thanks to generative artificial intelligence 
systems. Humans can interact not only with the Other, but also with artificial 
Others (chatbots based on large language models, voice assistants, smart 
speakers). This gives rise to new ethical risks stemming from the excessive 
anthropomorphization or over-instrumentalization of artificial intelligence. Ex-
cessive anthropomorphization leads to the risk of overtrust in AI, while exces-
sive instrumentalization leads to the risk of permissiveness and enslavement 
of AI. The image of an artificial Other, integrated into the architectonic of the 
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act, as described in Mikhail Bakhtin's early works, allows us to avoid these 
extremes and minimize ethical risks. Politeness and renunciation of claims of 
authorship over AI-generated content appear to be promising strategies. 
 
Keywords: Ethical Risks, Other, Artificial Other, Architectonic of the Act, 
Conscience, Politeness, Authorship. 
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I n t r o d u c t i o n  

Ethical risks are an integral part of human life. Even if one heeds the poet’s 
warning and decides not to leave one’s room, this does not prevent situations 
bearing the hallmarks of ethical risk from arising. 

The concept of “ethical risk” has not yet been firmly established. In Rus-
sian-language discourse, the terms “moral risk” and even “spiritual and moral 
risk” are also used. These terms may be used interchangeably in Russian-
language ethical and philosophical discourse. However, certain semantic nu-
ances can be noted that influenced the choice in favor of ethical risks. 

The concept of “moral hazard” is more commonly employed in economics 
and insurance studies [8; 16]. This can be explained by the fact that in Eng-
lish-language research the term “moral hazard” refers to the negative conse-
quences of unethical behavior by an individual who has received certain pref-
erences, such as insurance coverage [9; 10; 20]. In this context, the focus is 
placed on principal-agent relationships rather than on the Self-Other relation, 
and therefore this concept will receive only limited attention here. The concept 
of “moral risk” is used in Russian-language ethical research [11; 24] and ac-
ademic discussions and, in this view, is interchangeable with the concept of 
“ethical risk.” However, it is used alongside the concept of “spiritual and mor-
al risk,” especially following the revival of discourse on traditional spiritual and 
moral values. As a result, the concept is now more often discussed from ax-
iological, pedagogical, sociological, or even political perspectives than from a 
strictly ethical or philosophical one [2; 5].  

The ethical and philosophical content of the concept of “ethical risk” is based 
on the notion that only a person can be the subject of morality. Ethical risks 
associated with moral responsibility are “processed” in the individual moral 
consciousness and lead to the commission of a particular act (not necessari-
ly with a positive axiological modality). Thus, ethical risk can be defined as a 
situation of “a moral dilemma, a ‘gray zone’ or a value-normative conflict in 
which there is a possibility that a person will not be able to satisfy the exis-
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tential need to act according to his or her conscience.” [13, p. 27]. The likeli-
hood of ethical risks arising increases in the context of I-Other relation. There-
fore, the magnitude of ethical risk is largely determined both by the charac-
teristics of a specific situation and by the subjects entering into communica-
tion.  

 
T h e  O t h e r  a n d  t h e  A r t i f i c i a l  O t h e r  
Humans live surrounded by Others. The interaction between the I and the Oth-
er reflects not only the social dimension of human life but also its existential 
dimension. This thesis received systematic philosophical substantiation in Mi-
khail Bakhtin's philosophy of the act, in which human existence itself is de-
termined by the architectonics of the act, which unfolds in three ontologically 
significant moments: I-for-myself, the other-for-me, and I-for-the-other [4, P. 54]. 

However, the I is surrounded not only by others but also by objects, which 
Bakhtin interprets quite broadly in his works of the 1920s, allowing for the 
assumption that an object can be not only a thing but also a person, or, in 
any case, can be the bearer of an emotional-volitional tone. As Bakhtin writes: 
“To understand an object is to understand my ought in relation to it (the atti-
tude or position I ought to take in relation to it), that is, to understand it in rela-
tion to me myself in once-occurrent Being-as-event, and that presupposes 
my answerable participation, and not an abstracting from myself.” [4, P. 18]. 
Thus, to understand an object, it is necessary to think about it or to speak 
about it, or even to address it directly. 

Modern artificial intelligence systems capable of interacting with humans in 
natural language can justifiably claim a distinct place among objects and re-
ceive a special name, for example, artificial Others. 

“The Artificial Other is, in a sense, part of the social imaginary, which can be 
directly “connected” to through a prompt (request), … a kind of fluid past of 
specific people — authors whose written or oral statements ended up in the 
datasets used for training AI” [12, P. 43–44], a kind of speaking being that 
can lay claim to the place of the Other in the architectonics of the act.  

Indeed, the central element of action is the I. The I-for-myself is independ-
ent of the specific Other with which it interacts. As Bakhtin notes, “For the 
acting consciousness itself, its act needs no hero (that is, a determinate per-
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son); it needs only goals and values that regulate it and determine its 
sense.” [3, P. 139]. Consequently, the I, which is responsible and therefore 
always human, can interact with both the Other and the artificial Other, occu-
pying its unique place in being-event. Of course, it is important to consider 
that an artificial Other cannot provide the “excess of seeing” that a human 
Other can. And yet, an artificial Other-for-me does not hinder my acts; on the 
contrary, it expands the space of responsibility and the diversity of the state 
of affairs. 

The interaction between the I and the artificial Other cannot be structured 
according to the logic of the Golden Rule, since reciprocity is impossible in 
this case, but it is not obligatory either; on the contrary, it allows for the re-
duction of ethical risks associated with the possibility of betrayal, deception, 
dissatisfaction with each other, etc. 

The artificial Other-for-me will never replace a person, but it can provide a 
space for speech interaction in which I act responsibly with thought and word. 

I-for-the-artificial Other is largely determined by the context of interaction. 
Since the artificial Other lacks moral agency and a worldview, it cannot ex-
perience the need to form an image of the I. However, by occupying a spe-
cific place in the Being-as-event, the artificial Other complements the I in a 
certain way, providing an excess of seeing. In this event, authorship always 
remains with the I, and the artificial Other, through “something like a trans-
parent screen,” [3, P. 31] allows the I as the author to see itself from the out-
side within a specific event. This imaginary screen is constructed through a 
unique connection to the social imaginary or a certain part of it, captured in 
the training data used to construct and refine a specific AI system. 

Thus, human interaction with artificial Others does not limit a person’s au-
tonomy and is not a threat to dignity, since moral responsibility cannot be 
renounced, just as it is impossible to delegate it to anyone or anything. 

 
E t h i c a l  R i s k s  o f  I n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  A r t i f i c i a l  O t h e r  
Because the artificial Other is fundamentally different from the human Other, 
the ethical risks associated with creating spaces for human interaction with AI 
systems also take on specific characteristics. At least two ethical risks can be 
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identified, related to the polarized human relationship with the artificial Other: 
excessive anthropomorphization and excessive instrumentalization. 

It is human nature to attribute the human traits to the living as well as to the 
non-living entities belonging to the natural or cultural world. It is not surprising 
that generative AI, capable of interacting with humans in natural language, 
has not escaped the fate of anthropomorphization. However, the tendency to 
anthropomorphize is becoming unnatural: AI is called an “artificial moral 
agent” [1], “artificial wisdom” [18], “a ‘person in a gadget”. As Helga Nowotny 
rightly notes, “since AI has become extremely adept at mimicking human lan-
guage and other cognitive abilities, including scientific and artistic creativity, 
the line between the “natural” tendency to anthropomorphize as expressed in 
the language we use in our dealings with technology, and the belief that the 
technological artifact is indeed an entity that “knows,” “understands,” and 
“thinks,” becomes ever thinner” [21].  

Excessive anthropomorphization of artificial Others entails ethical risks as-
sociated with the phenomenon of overtrust [22]. If we perceive the artificial 
Other as the bearer of consciousness, emotions, feelings, beliefs, and a spe-
cific worldview, but at the same time acknowledge their absolute or near-
absolute objectivity and impartiality, then sooner or later, such an image 
can lead a person to delegate not only certain tasks but also moral respon-
sibility. However, delegating responsibility is detrimental to a person's con-
science. It is associated with self-justification, shifting blame, and denial of 
harm. Mikhail Bakhtin is particularly categorical in his assessment of the del-
egation of responsibility: if a person does not accept responsibility, they are not 
a person whose entire life is an “answerable performing of deeds.” [4, P. 9]. 
Although the artificial Other does occupy the position of an Other, its funda-
mentally different form of otherness should not be overlooked.  

In contrast to this trend, AI designations focused on its functionality are ac-
tively used: a mechanism, a tool, or a technological means. A group of the-
ories about the expansion of the human organism, its capabilities, and abili-
ties [19; 25] can be cited as the philosophical basis for the instrumentalization 
of AI. 

According to extension theories, “technical objects are conceived of as some 
kind of extension of the human organism by way of replicating, amplifying, or 
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supplementing bodily or mental faculties or capabilities” [15, P. 208]. In some 
cases, instrumental expansion of human moral capacities is implied. From 
this perspective, such instrumentalization is excessive and entails ethical risks 
associated, firstly, with the unlimited appropriation of AI's operational results 
and, secondly, with the possibility of excessive hardening of users to AI, which 
is generated by this permissiveness. 

The magnitude of these risks can be illustrated by discussions concerning 
the forms and limits of using generative AI in academic writing [17, P. 1134]. 
The authorship of a prompt (unless, of course, a complex prompt for one LLM 
was generated by another LLM) is generally not contested, but text generat-
ed by AI based on the author's prompt is used for various purposes, including 
academic writing. And extension theories, which view any technology as a 
kind of projection and modification of human organs, as well as an extension 
of capabilities, do not prohibit this. 

Ethical risks in the specific case of academic writing relate to questions 
about the independence of scientific research and the author's contribution to 
the text. The generation of research text inevitably raises the question: was it 
created using generative AI or by generative AI? Most jurisdictions do not rec-
ognize AI systems' copyright in the content they generate. If AI is an ordi-
nary tool, then it can be used in any way not prohibited by law. As A.S. Zilber 
and K.S. Zilber note, “it is precisely in the sphere of law that we can find the 
role envisaged in Kant's metaphysics and, at the same time, close to the 
function of modern AI-based agents — the role of a slave or serf: a being with 
duties but without rights. ... To avoid misunderstandings, it remains only to 
explain to robots and neural networks that, when applied to them, "serf" or 
"slave" is not at all offensive.” [27, P. 45–46]. Indeed, LLM cannot refuse to 
respond to a request if the prompt is formulated without trigger words, i.e., 
does not imply that the LLM will generate illegal content and circumvent de-
veloper restrictions. LLMs have no rights to the content, even if they are called 
agent systems, which seems reasonable. However, is a user allowed to ap-
propriate authorship of the generated content, avoiding ethical risks and moral 
liability? This question is, at the very least, debatable, and finding an answer 
to it depends largely on both the understanding of authorship and independ-
ence of research, as well as the interpretation of the generative AI image. 
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S t r a t e g i e s  f o r  M i n i m i z i n g  t h e  E t h i c a l  R i s k s   
o f  I n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  A r t i f i c i a l  O t h e r  
To minimize these ethical risks and interact with the artificial Other with min-
imal threat to one's conscience, various strategies can be employed. The 
most intuitive and already entrenched in social practices, in my opinion, are 
the strategy of politeness as an emotional-volitional attitude toward the artifi-
cial Other and the strategy of refraining from claims of authorship over gen-
erated content.  

Mikhail Bakhtin, affirming the fundamental value difference between the 
Self and the Other, interpreted love as an emotional-volitional attitude that is 
possible and necessary in relation to the Other and impossible in relation to 
oneself [3, P. 48]. In the case of an artificial Other, it is possible that a distinct 
new form of relationship may emerge, presumably based on politeness, but 
this issue requires a deeper study and accumulation of observations of the 
interaction between I and the artificial Other in various “state of affairs” [12, P. 46]. 

Politeness in interactions with the artificial Other is a fairly common prac-
tice. While users of generative AI may face the choice of using formulaic and 
semi-formal polite utterances or not wasting unnecessary tokens, users of 
voice assistants and smart speakers typically employ politeness formulas when 
interacting with the artificial Other. The motivation of polite users is typically 
anthropocentric: politeness should be demonstrated always and everywhere, 
as it is an attribute of a moral person. For example, in a cross-country study 
of smart speaker users respondents cited the following arguments: 

“I don't know, it's just a general feeling, how can I put it, that you have 
to be polite to everyone, including the smart speaker. (Informant No. 10, F, 
Berlin)... 

Well, it's not just that she doesn't feel anything, it's just that why would I 
do that? I mean, what's the point? I don't insult people on the street, grand-
mas, dogs, or children. Why would I say that to the smart speaker? (In-
formant No. 6, M, St. Petersburg) 

I feel uncomfortable saying that [rudeness] myself. I try to avoid it. (In-
formant No. 13, M, Tel Aviv)” [26, P. 152–153]. 
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It may be assumed that such judgments are primarily intuitive in nature if 
we understand moral intuitions as stable convictions on the basis of which an 
assessment is made of typical actions in typical situations [23, P. 147]. 

The second identified strategy for minimizing ethical risks, related to author-
ship issues, is likely less intuitive and more discursive in character. The initial 
reaction to the emergence of generated academic texts was fundamentally 
different from the current one. Initially, generative AI systems were listed as 
authors and co-authors of publications [6; 7]. Moral intuitions likely played a 
role here: in a typical situation of collaborative work on a text, a decision is 
made to include as co-authors everyone who made a significant contribution 
to the publication. However, this practice was subsequently abandoned. “Un-
til now, a commonplace in the regulatory framework for the use of GenAI in 
scientific work is the prohibition on including it as a co-author or citing it as 
the author of scientific texts, since the AI cannot bear responsibility, and this 
is a necessary attribute of the author of a publication.” [14, P. 110]. 

 
C o n c l u s i o n  
Thus, risks to one’s moral conscience are inevitable as long as a person ex-
ists as a responsible subject, that is, as long as they have “non-alibi in Be-
ing”. The expansion of the “state of affairs” through the emergence of artificial 
Others modifies the space of human responsibility and creates the precon-
ditions for the emergence of new ethical risks. These risks are typically asso-
ciated with excessive anthropomorphization or instrumentalization of genera-
tive AI. Various strategies can be used to minimize ethical risks, the most 
promising of which are politeness and the refusal to claim authorship of gen-
erated content. However, it must be taken into account that an artificial Other 
also cannot be an author, since it cannot be responsible, and this is a neces-
sary attribute of both authorship and human existence.  

The identified strategies for minimizing ethical risks in interactions are not 
exhaustive. As artificial Others actively enter the space of interaction with hu-
mans, and in some cases with each other, we still need to incorporate both 
new moral intuitions and reasoning that takes into account the content of the 
moral demands placed on the person and the specifics of the particular situa-
tion. In any case, the human need for a clear conscience in any given situa-
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tion will, sooner or later, serve as an impetus for the search for normative 
grounds for action that are adequate to the current situation, despite the fun-
damental inevitability of ethical risks. 
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