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This paper has now received a number of reviews focussing on various technical aspects of the proposals, and I'm

anyway not expert in the technical aspects of these ideas. This review therefore focuses on only two questions which

arise from the ideas proposed in this paper, and which need consideration because they have implications for whether the

proposed ideas are advisable, and how they might or might not work. The questions are: (1) how might people react to

suggestions from an artificial agent that are framed as moral, and (2) what implications might these reactions have for

whether such a system could result in moral progress in human behaviour.

Consider how most or many people now have an intellectual understanding that (1) those who eat only plants tend to

produce appreciably lower emissions, and (2) producing appreciable lower emissions is a major moral improvement. A

simple syllogism (also intellectually understood by most) implies these people are engaging in morally better behaviour.

And yet, many people hate being told by such people to be more like them, and will find many rationalisations that allow

them to ignore the most important moral issues and derogate the sanctimonious vegans (Kurz et al., 2020). This single

example illustrates the complexity of attempting to achieve improvements in moral behaviour by giving advice. The current

paper focuses very much on issues of cognitive bias that lead to errors in moral judgement, but in many cases (including

the most important case facing humanity, climate change) the problem is not that individuals are incapable of the the

correct moral judgements, but that we have psychological defence mechanisms which allow us to sideline them (Lamb et

al., 2020; Norgaard, 2006).

So we need to think carefully about how our words will be received, before we deliver words intended to improve moral

behaviour, or design machines intended to deliver such words. In a recent paper (Kenward & Sinclair 2021), we argued

that artificial agents that act as moral advisors are between a rock and a hard place. On the one hand, if such agents offer

advice to humans that is appreciably more progressive than currently common human norms, there is a risk the agents

are even more severely derogated than other humans would be in the circumstances. On the other hand, if the agents are

in fact designed to offer advice that is roughly consistent with currently common human norms, they will be doing nothing

to achieve the moral progress that humans so desperately need. The human-agent interaction proposed in step 4 of the

currently proposed roadmap does not appear designed to avoid such problems. I suggest the author and others who

consider designing such systems give further thought to the psychological processes likely to occur when humans interact

with the machines.
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