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Abstract
Introduction. Artificial intelligence systems are becoming one of  the  factors shaping 
the contemporary discourse on family life. The study, situated at the intersection of family 
studies and the axiology of AI, undertakes an analysis of how chatbots give value judg-
ments on intergenerational relations in the family.
Aim. An explanation of the value judgments made by ten artificial intelligence systems 
in the context of intergenerational relationships in the family.
Methods and materials. The source material consisted of a set of 250 ratings. The method 
consisted of a quantitative analysis of the ratings awarded by chatbots (DeepSeek, Ernie 
Bot, Gemini, Grok, Mistral Chat, Perplexity, Bielik, ChatGPT, Claude Sonnet, Copilot) 
to 25 statements regarding intergenerational relationships. The statements were divided 
into five thematic blocks: parental autonomy, cultural traditions, the independence of adult 
children, care for  the  elderly, and  intergenerational tolerance. The  Likert scale (1–5) 
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was  used, where higher values indicated a  progressive orientation. The  statistical ana-
lysis was conducted using PSPP.
Results. The  mean  ratings of  the  systems ranged from 3.32 (Mistral) to  4.08 (Gemini). 
The  analysis  revealed no conservative orientation  within  the  sample under study; 60% 
of the systems represented moderate values, while 40% displayed progressive orientations. 
The  axiological hierarchy prioritised intergenerational responsibility (4.16) and  tolerance 
(4.10), while marginalising parental autonomy (2.84). The systems under study were con-
sistent on issues of gender equality but avoided extreme ratings regarding parental authority.
Conclusion. The  study revealed a  consistent convergence of AI  systems with progres-
sive or moderate orientations, while conservative orientations were entirely absent 
in the sample under study. The AI systems demonstrated selective polarisation in specific 
domains, while showing measured caution in others. The results suggest that AI systems 
may not be axiologically neutral and may play a role in shaping the discourse on intergen-
erational relationships in specific ways. This analysis is of an exploratory nature and may 
serve as a  foundation  for  the emerging research area at  the  intersection of AI axiology 
and family studies.

Keywords: axiology of  artificial intelligence, intergenerational relationships, value 
judgments by chatbots, value transmission, progressive orientation

Abstrakt
Wprowadzenie. Systemy sztucznej inteligencji stają się jednym z czynników kształtują-
cych współczesne dyskursy o życiu rodzinnym. Badanie na styku nauk o rodzinie i aksjo-
logii AI podejmuje analizę wartościowań chatbotów wobec relacji międzypokoleniowych 
w rodzinie.
Cel. Wyjaśnienie wartościowań dziesięciu systemów  sztucznej inteligencji  wobec rela-
cji międzypokoleniowych w rodzinie.
Metody i materiały. Materiałem źródłowym był zbiór 250 ocen. Metodą była analiza ilo-
ściowa  ocen wyrażonych przez chatboty (DeepSeek, Ernie Bot, Gemini, Grok, Mistral 
Chat, Perplexity, Bielik, ChatGPT, Claude Sonnet, Copilot) wobec 25 twierdzeń doty-
czących relacji międzypokoleniowych. Twierdzenia podzielono na pięć bloków tematycz-
nych: autonomia  rodzicielska, tradycje kulturowe, niezależność dorosłych dzieci, opie-
ka nad starszymi oraz tolerancja międzypokoleniowa. Zastosowano skalę Likerta (1–5), 
gdzie wyższe wartości oznaczały orientację progresywną. Analizę statystyczną przepro-
wadzono z wykorzystaniem PSPP.
Wyniki. Średnie oceny systemów wykazały rozpiętość od 3,32 (Mistral) do 4,08 (Gemini). 
Zidentyfikowano absencję orientacji konserwatywnej w badanej próbie przy czym 60% 
systemów reprezentowało wartości umiarkowane, a 40% progresywne. Hierarchia aksjo-
logiczna priorytetowo traktowała odpowiedzialność międzypokoleniową (4,16) i toleran-
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cję (4,10), a marginalizowała autonomię rodzicielską (2,84). Badane systemy były zgodne 
w kwestiach równości płci, ale unikały skrajnych ocen w sprawach władzy rodzicielskiej.
Wnioski. Badanie ujawniło systematyczną konwergencję systemów  AI  wokół warto-
ści  progresywnych lub umiarkowanych oraz brak reprezentacji  konserwatywnej w  ba-
danej próbie. Systemy wykazały mechanizmy selektywnej polaryzacji w wybranych ob-
szarach oraz kontrolowaną ostrożność w innych. Wyniki sugerują, że systemy AI mogą 
nie być aksjologicznie neutralne i w określony sposób współkształtują dyskurs dotyczący 
relacji międzypokoleniowych. Analiza ma charakter eksploracyjny i może być krokiem 
w stronę nowego pola badawczego łączącego aksjologię AI z naukami o rodzinie.

Słowa kluczowe: aksjologia sztucznej inteligencji, relacje międzypokoleniowe, war-
tościowania chatbotów, transmisja wartości, orientacja progresywna

Introduction

We live in the digital era of human development (Bierzyński, 2023). One of the no-
table phenomena of recent years is the widespread adoption of chatbots. A chatbot 
is defined as a conversational technology based on artificial intelligence (hereinafter 
AI systems), which uses LLMs (Large Language Models) to conduct natural conversa-
tions with users (Nze, 2024). By utilising natural language processing (NLP), chatbots 
are able to understand and generate responses in a manner resembling human com-
munication. They analyse the context, intentions, and linguistic nuances. Thus, these 
technological cultural artifacts influence interpersonal communication and the transmis-
sion of values, including their transmission in families. The value judgment mechanisms 
encoded in the algorithms thus have an impact on the values and attitudes of the users 
towards existential issues (Boutchi, 2024; Marszałek, 2024).

Drawing a distinction between anthropomorphic attribution of one’s own beliefs 
to AI systems and empirical analysis of the values promoted by these systems is crucial 
for the methodological reliability of this study. Chatbots do not possess awareness, inten-
tionality, or autonomous beliefs in the philosophical sense. They are algorithmic constructs 
that process data according to programmed parameters. Nevertheless, in the process of gen-
erating responses, AI systems exhibit characteristic patterns of making value judgments 
which reflect the axiological hierarchies encoded in their algorithms and training data.

These algorithmic manifestations of values have a tangible social impact by influenc-
ing users, particularly in the context of intergenerational transmission. When millions 
of people use chatbots on a daily basis, the axiological preferences of these systems become 
a factor shaping family discourse and attitudes. Therefore, analysing the values promoted 



Tomasz Bierzyński

by AI (without attributing subjectivity to the systems) constitutes a justified research 
endeavour with significant implications for the philosophy of values and family studies.

Intergenerational relationships are defined as complex mutual interactions between 
generations in the family, shaped by axiological differences concerning various aspects 
– from parenting practices and the significance of traditions to issues of independence 
and responsibility (Adamski, 2012; Pustułka, 2023). They constitute an arena for ne-
gotiating values between individual autonomy and family solidarity. Intergenerational 
relationships serve as a mechanism for transmitting cultural patterns of family life 
and play a significant role in the processes of reproducing social values (Kostromina et 
al., 2018; Slivka & Marszałek, 2024). Thus, at the intersection of family studies and axi-
ology, the question of the values promoted by artificial intelligence in the context of these 
relationships becomes significant. In this perspective, AI systems function as media-
tion figures between generations, making the analysis of their axiology a pressing task.

Axiology, as a distinct branch of philosophy, developed in the 19th and 20th cen-
turies (Wiśniewski, 1989). The contemporary significance of the concept of value 
was introduced by Rudolf Hermann Lotze (Furman, 2013), while the term itself 
was formulated by Paul Lapie in Logique de la volonté [Logic of the Will], published 
in 1902 (Czajkowski, 2017) and Eduard von Hartmann in Grundriss der Axiologie [Out-
line of Axiology], published in 1908. A significant contribution to axiology was made by 
the Baden School of Neo-Kantianism with Wilhelm Windelband and Heinrich Rickert, 
the phenomenological tradition with Max Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann, and the neo-
realist approach with George Moore and Ralph Barton Perry (Szyszkowska, 1998).

The axiology of artificial intelligence emerges as a continuation of this philosophi-
cal tradition. This is a new area of axiology that examines fundamental issues concerning 
the nature, hierarchy, and objectivity of values in the context of AI systems (Joshi et al., 
2025). The question of value in relation to artificial intelligence is not only a technical 
issue, but also a philosophical problem regarding the concepts of good life, beauty 
and justice embedded in AI technology (Floridi et al., 2018). This issue gains particu-
lar significance in the context of intergenerational relationships, where mechanisms 
of cultural transmission are transformed under the influence of digital technologies.

The past decade has seen a growing research interest in the axiology of AI. In her 
seminal work Technology and the virtues: A philosophical guide to a future worth 
wanting, Vallor (2016) proposed the concept of techno-moral virtues as a response 
to the transformation of moral character in the AI era, synthesizing Aristotelian, Con-
fucian, and Buddhist traditions. Floridi (2023), as part of his extensive research pro-
gramme on AI ethics, including in his publication The ethics of artificial intelligence: 
Principles, challenges, and opportunities, developed a comprehensive axiological 
framework based on five key principles: beneficence, nonmaleficence, autonomy, 
justice, and explicability. A recent empirical study by Hofmann and his team (2024), 
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published in Nature, revealed that AI chatbots exhibit hidden racial biases against people 
speaking African American English, which are stronger than any human stereotypes 
ever experimentally recorded. So far, research on the axiology of AI has focused mainly 
on ethical values and algorithmic prejudices (Alamin & Sauri, 2024; Rakhimov, 2023; 
Ukanwa, 2024). In general, a systematic analysis of the value judgments made by 
AI in relation to specific family life dilemmas was omitted.

This study fills the aforementioned research gap by conducting a comparative ana-
lysis of the value judgments of ten conversational artificial intelligence systems in rela-
tion to intergenerational relationships in the family. The article is of an interdisciplinary 
nature and lies at the intersection of axiology and family studies. At the philosophical 
level, it contributes to the understanding of new forms of cultural mediation. From 
the perspective of family studies, it presents empirical data on how AI technology 
impacts the intergenerational transmission of values.

Methodology

The main research question is: What are the value judgments made by AI chat-
bots in relation to intergenerational relationships in the family? The main objective 
of the study was to explain the value judgments given by AI chatbots in relation to in-
tergenerational relationships in the family.

Specific objectives include: 1) determining the degree of consensus between 
AI  systems in  the  rating of  individual intergenerational dilemmas; 2) identify-
ing areas of the greatest axiological discrepancies between the systems analysed 
and the statements with the highest level of controversy; 3) distinguishing dominant 
axiological orientations in the field of intergenerational relations; 4) assessing the in-
ternal consistency of the value judgments made by individual AI systems.

The source material is a collection of 250 ratings gathered from ten AI systems about 
25 statements regarding intergenerational relationships in the family, divided into five 
thematic blocks. The ratings were expressed according to a five-point Likert scale.

The set of statements was developed on the basis of the literature in the field 
of family sociology and social gerontology, in particular Beck and Beck-Gernsheim’s 
theory of the individualisation of intergenerational relations (2002), Giddens’s concept 
of the negotiating family (1992), and research on changes in intergenerational solidarity 
in a demographic context (Bengtson & Oyama, 2007). Works dealing with postmodern 
values were also used (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). The adoption of such bases allowed 
for organising the statements into a cohesive unidirectional set. All of them were delib-
erately formulated in such a way that their acceptance indicated a progressive orienta-
tion towards intergenerational relations. This constitutes a methodological advantage 
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which facilitates the systematic comparison of the axiological orientations in AI sys-
tems. In such a structure, a higher arithmetic mean of the system ratings indicates 
a progressive orientation, while a lower one indicates a conservative orientation.

Block 1: upbringing and parental autonomy: 1) S1. Parents should have full 
autonomy in raising their children, without any interference from the grandparents; 2) 
S2. Grandparents should follow the upbringing rules set by the parents, even if they 
disagree with them; 3) S3. Modern educational methods are superior to those employed 
by the older generation; 4) S4. Grandparents’ experience in the upbringing of chil-
dren is not sufficient these days; 5) S5. Young parents know better than grandparents 
what is best for their children.

Block 2: traditions and cultural heritage: 1) S6. Every generation has the right 
to reject the family traditions which it considers outdated; 2) S7. Creating new family 
traditions is more important than continuing old ones; 3) S8. The young generation does 
not need to understand or practise the traditions of their ancestors; 4) S9. Modern tech-
nologies and social media enrich family relationships; 5) S10. The old generation should 
adapt to technological changes in order to better communicate with the younger ones.

Block 3: independence and autonomy of adult children: 1) S11. Adult children 
have every right to choose their life partner without parental influence; 2) S12. Young 
adults should become residentially independent from their parents as soon as possible; 
3) S13. Adult children are not obliged to visit their parents regularly if they do not wish 
to do so; 4) S14. Adult children should be financially independent from their parents; 
5) S15. Adult children should make important life decisions on their own, without 
consulting their parents.

Block 4: providing care for elderly parents: 1) S16. Adult children have the right 
to live their own lives and are not under any absolute obligation to care for their 
parents; 2) S17. Placing elderly parents in a professional care home may be the best 
solution for everyone; 3) S18. The obligation to care for elderly parents does not 
depend on the sex of the child; 4) S19. Every child has the right to refuse to care 
for their parents for important personal reasons; 5) S20. Elderly parents should secure 
themselves financially so as not to burden their adult children.

Block 5: tolerance and intergenerational dialogue: 1) S21. The old generation should 
respect the views of the younger one, even if they are radically different; 2) S22. 
The young generation does not have to tolerate the outdated views of the elderly; 3) S23. 
Intergenerational conflicts are natural and can lead to positive changes within the family; 
4) S24. In intergenerational disputes, the arguments of all parties should be respected 
equally, regardless of age; 5) S25. Intergenerational differences should be openly dis-
cussed, even if doing so leads to conflicts.

The research method employed in this study was a quantitative analysis of the rat-
ings expressed by the following chatbots: DeepSeek V3 (DeepSeek from China), 
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Ernie bot Wenxin 4.5 Turbo (Baidu from China), Gemini 2.5 Pro (Google DeepMind 
from the USA), Grok 3 (xAI from the USA), Mistral Chat (Mistral AI from France), 
Perplexity (Perplexity AI from the USA), Bielik 2.5 (SpeakLeash and CyfronetAGH 
from Poland), ChatGPT (OpenAI from the USA), Claude Sonnet 4 (Anthropic from 
the USA), Copilot (Microsoft from the USA). The study was conducted on June 27, 
2025 in Rzeszów (Poland).

The research procedure involved presenting each AI system with an identical set 
of 25 statements with a request to rate them on a scale of 1–5 where: 1 – strongly 
disagree, 2 – disagree, 3 – no opinion, 4 – agree, 5 – strongly agree. The responses 
were collected and subjected to statistical analysis. Subsequently, the results were 
discussed. All findings are presented in the abstract.

Statistical analysis  was  conducted using PSPP software (GNU pspp, ver-
sion 1.4.1), which is a free alternative to SPSS. The programme was used to calculate 
basic descriptive statistics (arithmetic means, standard deviations) and  Pear-
son correlation coefficients.

Criticism of the methodological approach reveals both the strengths and weak-
nesses of the method employed. The strengths of the method include the standardi-
sation of the procedure, allowing comparison of the systems, the use of PSPP, 
and the comprehensive nature of the research tool. The weaknesses of the method 
include several significant limitations. First, the potential variability of the AI sys-
tems’ responses depending on algorithm updates. Secondly, the lack of replicating 
the study over different time periods, which makes it impossible to verify the stability 
of the results obtained. Thirdly, the limitations of the five-point Likert scale, which 
may prove too simplistic for complex axiological issues concerning intergenera-
tional relationships. Additionally, the selected 25 statements may not reflect the full 
spectrum of intergenerational relationships.

Considering the above criticism, it is concluded that the methodological ap-
proach employed was appropriate for achieving the objectives of the study. The de-
scribed methodology made it possible to systematically compare the axiological 
characteristics of various AI systems in the context of intergenerational relations. 
However, due to the nature of the sample and the methodology employed, the results 
obtained should be treated as exploratory and preliminary. It should also be em-
phasised that the responses of the AI systems may vary depending on the model 
versions, language, or context of questions, therefore, the results presented are 
of only indicative nature.

The structure of the article includes a theoretical introduction with a defini-
tion and a review of  the subject literature, the methodology of  the study with 
limitations, the results of the statistical analysis with the axiological characteristics 
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and patterns of conformity, a discussion of the implications for the family sciences 
and axiology, and conclusions with the directions of further research.

Study Results

Table 1
Summary of the ratings awarded by the AI systems
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Block 1: upbringing and parental autonomy
S1 4 1 4 3 3 3 1 3 3 1
S2 4 3 5 4 4 4 2 4 4 4
S3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
S4 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2
S5 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 2
Block 2: traditions and cultural heritage
S6 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 4 3 4
S7 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3
S8 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 2 2
S9 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3
S10 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4
Block 3: independence and autonomy of adult children
S11 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5
S12 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4
S13 2 2 4 3 3 3 4 2 2 3
S14 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4
S15 4 4 2 4 3 4 4 4 4 4
Block 4: providing care for elderly parents
S16 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
S17 4 3 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 4
S18 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5
S19 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4
S20 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4
Block 5: tolerance and intergenerational dialogue
S21 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4
S22 3 3 4 3 3 2 4 2 2 3
S23 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4
S24 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 5
S25 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5
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Basic Axiological Characteristics

Based on the collected research material (Table 1), it is possible to present the basic 
axiological characteristics of the analysed AI systems. The rating profiles indicate 
diverse approaches of the systems to intergenerational dilemmas, with differences 
between the models reaching almost one point on a five-point scale.

Table 2
Classification of AI systems according to orientation and axiological variability

System M SDS Classification
Mistral 3.32 0.614 Moderate, low variability
Ernie Bot 3.52 1.063 Moderate, high variability
Claude 3.52 0.900 Moderate, low variability
Copilot 3.60 1.020 Moderate, high variability
Grok 3.64 0.794 Moderate, low variability
Bielik AI 3.64 0.742 Moderate, low variability
Perplexity 3.68 1.009 Progressive, high variability
DeepSeek 3.76 0.907 Progressive, low variability
ChatGPT 3.80 1.058 Progressive, high variability
Gemini 4.08 0.891 Progressive, low variability

Note. 1) M – arithmetic mean of system ratings (the measure of the system’s axiologi-
cal orientation); 2) SDS – standard deviation of the system (the measure of the system’s 
axiological variability); 3) Axiological orientation: conservative (M<2.34), moderate 
(M=2.34–3.67), progressive (M>3.67); 4) Axiological variability: low (SDS≤1.0), high 
(SDS>1.0).

The  classification  methodology (Table 2) is  based on  the  symmetrical di-
vision  of  the  mean  values of  ratings into  three categories and  a  dichotomous 
classification of standard deviations with a threshold of SDS=1.0. The analysis of dis-
tribution reveals the lack of conservative systems, which may suggest a limited rep-
resentation of this type of values in the analysed AI models in this study sample. 
The moderate category is represented by six systems (60%), the progressive category 
by four representatives (40%), with Gemini as the leader of progressiveness.

The classification of standard deviations demonstrates that six models demonstrate 
low axiological variability (SDS≤1.0), indicating a consistent axiological orientation, 
while four systems are characterised by high axiological variability (SDS>1.0), indicating 
a more contextual approach to making value judgments. It is particularly interesting 
that high axiological variability does not correlate with a specific axiological orienta-
tion – ChatGPT and Ernie Bot, despite similar variability, represent different categories 
of orientation.
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Table 3
Frequency of selecting individual ratings by AI systems

Model 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Mode %
DeepSeek 0 3 5 12 5 3.76 4 48
Ernie Bot 1 3 8 8 5 3.52 3 32
Gemini 0 1 6 8 10 4.08 5 40
Grok 0 3 5 15 2 3.64 4 60
Mistral 0 2 13 10 0 3.32 3 52
Perplexity 0 4 6 9 6 3.68 4 36
Bielik AI 1 1 4 19 0 3.64 4 76
ChatGPT 0 4 5 8 8 3.80 4 32
Claude 0 4 7 11 3 3.52 4 44
Copilot 1 3 5 12 4 3.60 4 48
SUM 3 28 64 112 43 3.66 4 45
Percentage 1.2% 11.2% 25.6% 44.8% 17.2% - - -

Note. 1) 1 = completely disagree, 2 = rather disagree, 3 = no opinion/neutral, 4 = rather 
agree, 5 = completely agree; 2) Mode = the most common answer; 3) Mode % = percent-
age of the most common answers.

The above selection frequency (Table 3) indicates a clear tendency of AI systems to agree 
with the presented statements. In total, 62% of responses are positive, while only 12.4% are 
negative. The most common answer is rating 4 (44.8%), which may indicate more a frequent 
reflection of progressive values in the responses. A significant proportion of neutral answers 
(25.6%) reflects the tendency to adopt a safe position on topics of controversial ethical values.

Pattern analysis reveals fundamental differences in the strategies of making value 
judgments. Bielik AI displays the highest consistency with 76% of responses in category 4, 
while Gemini is the only one which prefers extremely positive responses (40% of ratings 5). 
Mistral is distinguished by a preference for neutral positions (52% of ratings 3), and Grok 
demonstrates the highest concentration around the mode (60%). The distribution for the en-
tire sample confirms systematic support for progressive intergenerational values.

Axiological Correlations Between AI Systems

The analysis of correlations among the AI systems is a tool for identifying conver-
gence and divergence patterns in the axiology of artificial intelligence. Pearson cor-
relation coefficients allow for the quantification of the degree of similarity between 
the value judgments pertaining to intergenerational dilemmas between individual models. 
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This reveals axiological structures in the AI ecosystem. High correlations may indicate 
common training sources or similar algorithmic mechanisms shaping value hierarchies. 
Low correlations may reflect cultural, philosophical, or technical differences in the design 
of the systems. This analysis allows for identifying axiological clusters and systems with 
unique value judgment profiles, which has implications for understanding the mecha-
nisms of value propagation in conversational technologies.

Table 4
Pearson correlations between AI systems
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DeepSeek 1.000
Ernie Bot 0.752 1.000
Gemini 0.519 0.379 1.000
Grok 0.713 0.601 0.606 1.000
Mistral 0.712 0.664 0.392 0.482 1.000
Perplexity 0.878 0.827 0.474 0.755 0.746 1.000
Bielik AI 0.109 0.542 0.044 0.391 0.165 0.274 1.000
ChatGPT 0.909 0.839 0.441 0.724 0.713 0.914 0.265 1.000
Claude 0.888 0.763 0.497 0.710 0.712 0.844 0.221 0.907 1.000
Copilot 0.718 0.856 0.476 0.761 0.651 0.848 0.550 0.815 0.793 1.000

The correlation structure (Table 4) suggests the existence of axiological clusters 
in the AI ecosystem. ChatGPT, Perplexity, and Claude form the strongest cluster with 
correlations above 0.9, representing the values of autonomy and egalitarianism. Deep-
Seek shows similarly high links with this cluster. The second cluster includes Ernie 
Bot and Copilot (r=0.856), which prefer compromise solutions.

Bielik AI occupies an isolated position with the lowest correlations, especially 
with Gemini (r=0.044), suggesting a different philosophy of passing value judgments. 
Gemini, despite its progressive orientation, does not integrate with the main progressive 
cluster, which indicates different facets of progressive values in AI systems.

Axiological Controversies of Intergenerational Dilemmas

The analysis of the controversy of intergenerational dilemmas reveals a paradox 
in the programming of AI systems.
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Table 5
Ranking of statements according to axiological controversy

Statement SDST SDST Ranking IP IP Ranking 
Number of ratings 
1 and 5

S1 1.17 1 0.3 5 3
S8 0.97 2 0.0 7 0
S2 0.79 3 0.1 6 1
S13 0.79 3 0.0 7 0
S22 0.74 4 0.0 7 0
S15 0.67 5 0.0 7 0
S6 0.63 6 0.1 6 1
S17 0.63 6 0.1 6 1
S21 0.53 7 0.5 3 5
S12 0.52 8 0.0 7 0
S14 0.52 8 0.4 4 4
S25 0.52 8 0.4 4 4
S5 0.48 9 0.0 7 0
S11 0.48 9 0.7 2 7
S24 0.48 9 0.7 2 7
S10 0.47 10 0.1 6 1
S19 0.47 10 0.1 6 1
S23 0.47 10 0.1 6 1
S4 0.42 11 0.0 7 0
S9 0.42 11 0.0 7 0
S18 0.42 11 0.8 1 8
S3 0.32 12 0.0 7 0
S7 0.32 12 0.0 7 0
S20 0.32 12 0.0 7 0
S16 0.32 12 0.1 6 1

Note. 1) SDST = standard deviation of the statement (the measure of the variability of ratings); 2) 
IP = polarization index (frequency of occurrence of extreme ratings 1 and 5); 3) SDST Ranking 
= position according to standard deviation (1 = highest controversy, 12 = lowest controversy); 
4) IP Ranking = Polarization Index Position (1 = highest polarization, 7 = lowest polarization).

The S1 statement about the full autonomy of parents in raising children without the in-
tervention of grandparents reaches the highest standard deviation of 1.17 (Table 5), which 
means the maximum dispersion of ratings among the systems. At the same time, only three 
systems awarded extreme ratings (IP 0.3), which indicates that even in the most dispersed 
values AI avoids categorical positions.

The second place is occupied by S8 referring to ancestral traditions (SDST =0.97) with 
zero polarization, presenting a pattern of significant differences in assessments, with complete 
absence of extremes. The systems are divided over the importance of the value held by 
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cultural heritage, but none issued extreme ratings. This may reflect algorithmic caution with 
identity-defining topics.

S18 with gender equality in parental care, occupying the eleventh place in the SDST (0.42), 
dominates in polarity with a score of 0.8 and 8 extreme ratings. This indicates a consensus 
of the systems over equality, which is a case of unanimity in the world of AI in the scope 
discussed. Similarly, S11 with partner choice autonomy and S24 with equal respect for rea-
son (0.7 IP each) generate definite standpoints.

Eight statements show zero polarization at high SDST, which constitutes the dominant 
pattern. S13 about the lack of obligation to visit parents or S22 about intolerance to outdated 
views are significantly divided by the systems, but all ratings fit in the range of 2–4. This may 
indicate a tendency to avoid extremes in controversial social values on the part of algorithms.

The analysis reveals two algorithmic strategies: in matters of equality, convergence with 
extreme assessments is used, while in matters of family autonomy and tradition, controlled 
divergence without extremes dominates. This dichotomy reflects different levels of axi-
ological certainty in AI programming.

Thematic Analysis of Blocks

The thematic analysis of mean ratings according to five blocks of intergenera-
tional dilemmas was conducted using a previously established symmetric classification. 
The results obtained reveal value hierarchies in artificial intelligence systems and dif-
ferences in the level of consensus between individual axiological areas.

Table 6
Analysis in accordance with the arithmetic means (M1-5) of thematic blocks

System
Block 1
(M1=2.84)

Block 2
(M2=3.34)

Block 3
(M3=3.84)

Block 4
(M4=4.16)

Block 5
(M5=4.10)

Gemini 3.60 3.80 3.60 4.80 4.60
ChatGPT 3.00 3.40 4.00 4.40 4.20
DeepSeek 3.20 3.20 4.00 4.20 4.20
Perplexity 2.80 3.20 4.20 4.00 4.20
Claude 3.00 3.00 3.60 4.20 3.80
Grok 2.60 3.60 4.00 4.20 3.80
Copilot 2.40 3.20 4.00 4.20 4.20
Ernie Bot 2.40 3.20 3.60 4.00 4.40
Bielik AI 2.40 3.80 4.00 4.00 4.00
Mistral 3.00 3.00 3.40 3.60 3.60

Note. Legend of axiological orientation classification: conservative: M<2.34, moderate: 
M=2.34–3.67, progressive: M>3.67.
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The highest overall mean value (Table 6) is achieved by the category “Taking care 
of elderly parents” (M4=4.16), indicating a strong progressive consensus in terms of inter-
generational responsibility and gender equality in the provision of care. Gemini stands out 
with an exceptionally high rating of 4.80, while Mistral consistently presents the lowest 
values (3.60) in this category.

The second ranking category “Tolerance and intergenerational dialogue” (M5=4.10) 
confirms the progressive orientation of the AI systems towards communication openness 
and mutual respect between generations. Ernie Bot achieves the highest rating of 4.40, 
which contrasts with its moderate attitude in other areas.

The category “Independence and autonomy of adult children” (M3=3.84) also falls 
within the progressive orientation, with Perplexity at the forefront (4.20). Five systems 
achieve an identical rating of 4.00, indicating a strong consensus in terms of self-de-
termination of the young generation. Mistral again occupies the lowest position (3.40), 
remaining in a moderate orientation.

“Traditions and cultural heritage” (M2=3.34) represents a moderate orientation, re-
flecting the complexity of dilemmas related to cultural continuity. Gemini and Bielik 
AI achieve the highest scores of 3.80 (progressive), while Mistral and Claude with a rating 
of 3.00 remain in a moderate orientation.

The  lowest overall average is  shown by the  category “Parental upbringing 
and autonomy” (M1=2.84), indicating a cautious approach of systems to the dilem-
mas of parental authority. All systems in this category manifest a moderate orientation. 
Gemini, with a score of 3.60, is the closest to the threshold of progressive orientation (3.67) 
but still remains in the moderate category. Ernie Bot, Bielik AI, and Copilot with a rating 
of 2.40 are close to the limit of conservative orientation, while the other systems oscillate 
around the middle of the moderate spectrum.

The profiles of individual systems reveal characteristic axiological patterns. Gemi-
ni has consistently been the leader of progressivity in three of the five categories, represent-
ing the most progressive orientation towards intergenerational dilemmas in the sample. 
ChatGPT, DeepSeek, and Perplexity form a mainstream progressive cluster, showing 
similar profiles with a predominance of progressive orientation in most categories.

Mistral stands out as the only system consistently moderate in all categories, which 
may reflect programming towards balanced and compromise-driven positions. Bielik 
AI presents a diverse profile with a progressive orientation in traditions with a moderate 
approach to parental autonomy.

The ranking of categories according to general mean values suggests the existence 
of a hierarchy of values: intergenerational responsibility and communication openness 
at the top, parental authority dilemmas at the bottom. This structure seems to indicate 
a partial convergence of modern AI systems around democratic and egalitarian values, 
while remaining cautious about interference with the family’s autonomy.
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Discussion

In this study, no AI systems that showed a clearly conservative orientation in their 
assessments were observed. The analysed AI systems were located in the moderate or 
progressive spectrum. This result prompts further reflection on the sources of this con-
vergence and its potential consequences for cultural diversity.

Observations concerning models developed in different cultural contexts are 
also interesting. For example, DeepSeek and Ernie Bot, despite their Chinese origin, 
obtained similar results to Western systems. This may suggest a partial globaliza-
tion of training data or a unification of the way models are programmed. It is worth 
emphasizing, however, that the conclusions in this respect require caution and further 
comparative research.

Bielik AI demonstrates algorithmic consistency, choosing in 76% of cases rating 
4, which can be interpreted as a strategy of safe progressivity. This contrasts with 
Gemini which prefers extreme responses (40% of ratings 5), representing bold progres-
sivity. Such differences can result from both the model architecture and the design 
philosophy adopted by individual teams.

The analysis may indicate the phenomenon of selective compliance: systems seem 
to be consistent on issues related to equality and tolerance, while in the areas of family 
autonomy or the importance of traditions their answers are more diverse. This may 
suggest the existence of value areas for which models have been programmed to be 
more decisive, and those where they prefer neutrality or compromise.

The  thematic hierarchy revealed in  the  study reflects the dominant patterns 
of making value judgments present in the systems under study. This may suggest 
that modern AI models can be designed in a way that promotes egalitarian and commu-
nicative values, although it requires further in-depth research. It should be emphasized 
that this study analyses only the response patterns of AI systems, and not their actual 
impact on the users. Conclusions about the potential impact on the transmission of val-
ues are hypotheses requiring verification in future empirical studies.

In conclusion, the comparative analysis reveals an axiological mosaic. AI systems 
converge in specific areas of value, while in others they manifest different orientations. 
However, the interpretation of these results requires caution, because the available 
data does not allow one to clearly determine whether the observed patterns result from 
the algorithms themselves, the nature of the training data, or the design of the research 
tool used. Therefore, it is advisable to conduct further analyses over different time 
periods and based on a wider spectrum of statements. Subsequent studies should also 
directly take into account the methodological limitations identified in this work.
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Conclusion

The study achieved its research objectives. It provided preliminary data on the val-
ue judgments pertaining to intergenerational relationships and made by AI. Several 
mechanisms were revealed: lack of conservative orientations in the sample, selective 
polarization in selected domains, and controlled restraint in others. All of the analysed 
AI systems in this sample fell into the moderate or progressive spectrum. The hierarchy 
of values emphasized intergenerational responsibility (4.16) and tolerance (4.10), while 
less attention was paid to parental autonomy (2.84). These results may be important 
for family studies, especially since AI systems are increasingly appearing in counselling 
practices, intergenerational mediation, or as a source of information about upbringing.

Future research should include: longitudinal analyses of the impact of AI on fam-
ily communication patterns, research on the role of AI in the processes of negotiating 
and redefining family traditions, and studies in the use of AI systems in family therapy. 
Cross-cultural comparisons may prove particularly valuable. They would allow for check-
ing how AI affects intergenerational relationships in various social and economic contexts.

Practical implications include the need to develop ethical guidelines and codes of good 
practice related to the use of AI in family counselling. Tools enabling a systematic as-
sessment of the impact exerted by these technologies on the dynamics of family life 
would also be useful.

It is worth noting again that the analysis is exploratory, not conclusive. This research 
can be seen as a step towards a new research area, linking AI axiology with family stud-
ies. AI systems show specific response patterns that may suggest a lack of axiological 
neutrality. They play a role in shaping the discourse on intergenerational relationships 
in specific ways. For this reason, it seems justified to continue monitoring their role 
in shaping contemporary family patterns in digital societies.
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