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It is with much gratitude that I received Umbrello’s commentary, Emotions and
automation in a high-tech workplace: a commentary, on my previously published
paper, Care ethics and the future of work: a different voice. Umbrello, in his usual
thoughtful manner, provides a thorough overview of my argument and we both seem
to agree that care ethics, with its attention to relationality, well-being, and emotions,
is a useful and urgent addition to the growing debate on work and robotics.

The commentary highlights three areas where my work would benefit from further
depth and nuance. I will keep my response to these comments brief, as I generally
agree with Umbrello. The areas he highlights are worthy of further investigation and I
encourage others to take up this challenge to continue the application of care ethics in
technology, robotics, and work.

First, Umbrello argues I might have provided a more balanced treatment of
robotic technology by including the possible benefits of robots more often and
drawing on Industry 4.0 and 5.0 literature, which reframes robots as empowering
tools rather than separate entities that take over jobs. Indeed, Industry 4.0 and 5.0
offer a more positive view of robotics that shows the potential robots have to help
workers. It would be wonderful to see further research into care ethics and Industry
5.0, especially as the latter will trigger significant changes to relationships at work.
A critical mind, however, must be kept when engaging with this literature, as the
shift from robots as threat to robots as tool may simply be a rhetorical tool, thereby
falling into the trap of “care washing” (Chatzidakis et al., 2020).

Second, Umbrello notes that while the paper frequently references Care Centered
Value Sensitive Design (CCVSD) (Van Wynsberghe, 2013), there is not a sufficient
explanation as to what is lacking in this framework. Indeed, in the writing of the
paper I myself continually questioned whether I should simply apply CCVSD. I felt,
however, that adhering to one design theory would too quickly narrow the focus of the
research, thereby undermining the purpose of the paper, which was to provide a broad
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introduction of care ethics to the field of robotics in the workplace. Design research
like CCVSD focuses, unsurprisingly, on design and consequently tends not to take
up deep political arguments, social critiques, or phenomenological accounts. This is
not to say that design theories are insufficient, but rather that they are not the only
way to approach care ethics, or technology ethics, in general. My hope is that care
ethics is taken up in a variety of ways within robot ethics, not just in the form of
CCVSD.

Third, Umbrello quite rightly points out that my argument falls into the is/ought
trap by claiming that relationality is foundational to being human and therefore it
should be respected. In truth, I find myself in one of those wonderful moments in
philosophy where I am confronted with a possible misstep at the foundation of my
thinking. My intuition tells me to proudly commit to my is/ought conflation, but I
will need further thinking on this.
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