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Introduction: Rationale and Foresight of the Guidelines 

 

The different countries that develop AI come from different historical, social and cultural 

perspectives, as well as from a perception of human rights that is not universal. It is therefore 

necessary that AI systems do not reproduce the same biases and prejudices that result from 

the historical, social and cultural differences of their countries of origin. Robot Sophia is an 

example of this, since she is a Saudi citizen and has appear to have more rights than women in 

Saudi Arabia. 

 

Chapter I: Respecting Fundamental Rights, Principles and Values – Ethical Purpose 

 

In section 3.1. Respect for human dignity we consider it would be adequate to add the idea of 

helping people to make their own decisions. 

 

In section 3.4. Equality, non-discrimination and solidarity including the rights of persons 

belonging to minorities we thought it would be useful to discuss equity and non-equality. 

 

In section 4. Ethical Principles in the Context of AI and Correlation Values, we would like to 

comment that the theory of Beauchamp and Childress is based in the same paradigm of the 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Dignity of the Human Being with regard to 

the Application of Biology and Medicine. In an absolute conflict between the individual and the 

society, the individual should be first considered. We think that this is true if we are talking 

about the fundamental rights. In that way, and talking about these principles, we think it 

should be added, the principle of responsibility - taking in account Hans Jonas perspective, and 

including a social responsibility principle, and the principle of integrity, a very important one to 

state that everyone should considered all these principles before undertaking any kind of 

options. 

  

Still in section 4, and about The Principle of Explicability: “Operate transparently”, we consider 

that responsibility requires helping others to reach their own nature. AI should be responsible 

for promoting every person’s autonomy and well-being. This autonomy is based on increased 

self-knowledge, which will help and empower people to make more (own) conscientious 

decisions.  Responsibility is also linked with the conflict between personal and society 

interests. The interests of society, as well as the interests and rights of each individual, must be 

taken into account. The difficulty with that is that often-individual interests collide with 

societal ones. In this case, AI must try to eliminate the potential negative consequences for 



 

each and try to find the best possible outcome. Nevertheless, it should be clear that the 

individual should come first.  

 

Integrity implies coherently applying these ethical principles of AI in order to make it more and 

more accessible to the general public. As such, integrity helps to promote acknowledgement 

and trust in the profession. Therefore, integrity as defined might be compromised whenever 

some agent allows to be influenced by his/her/it own interests or beliefs. In the end, one must 

pay attention to potential conflicts of interest, which at a later time may put the AI in the 

position of having to disrespect the ethical principles, even if involuntarily. 

 

About section 5.3. Normative & Mass Citizen Scoring without consent in deviation of 

Fundamental Rights, we believe that this is a complex issue. We already use scoring with, for 

example, employees. The public often score a person after shopping, and it is difficult for the 

employees to say no. In the end, bad judgements have bigger impact then good judgments and 

judgments are influenced by diverse factors. So, we would agree to fully don’t use people 

scoring. 

 

In section 5. Critical concerns raised by AI is stated that “AI systems should be developed and 

implemented in a way that protects societies from ideological polarization and algorithmic 

determinism.” There is the problem of receiving inputs according to what we "like" and the 

people we "like", and therefore the fundamentals for the decision-making process are 

fallaciously well grounded, since it comes from a reduced spectrum and with little 

contradiction and, therefore, may cause biases. It is also important to generate news forms for 

giving consent. 

 

In section 5.5. Potential longer-term concerns, we are concerned about several topics: 1) Big 

Data – we consider we should have neutral institutions to keep peoples data and to use it just 

in peoples interests; 2) Jobs and Wages – we think it would be useful to find processes to put 

AI paying taxes and developing interest and activities for people.; 3) How to deal with Machine 

Learning and Human Enhancement?. 

 

 

Chapter II: Realizing Trustworthy AI 

 

The ten requirements for a responsible IA should include education, the promotion of digital 

literacy through a strong commitment to the development of digital skills that enable all 

citizens to understand AI. Citizens cannot constitute a passive subject in the dialectic with AI 

and be only someone who believe and trust. It is necessary to empower the citizen, with a set 

of skills and tools, so that they can exercise their active citizenship also in these matters. 

 

In section 4. Governance of AI Autonomy (Human oversight), we consider it should be clear 

who is the responsible about the results. And we should try to avoid the growing idea of 



 

getting the right or wrong answer just after the data reading. This can develop a stricter feeling 

of right and wrong and diminish the idea of flexibility so important in our social organization.  

 

In section 6. Respect for (& Enhancement of) Human Autonomy, we think that careful is needed 

not to sell the ideal that these machine approaches always represent the best option. 

 

In section 7. Respect for Privacy, we reinforce the need for institutions (like Banks or Unions) to 

keep the data safe. 

 

 

Chapter III: Assessing Trustworthy AI 

 

The chapter starts by stating that “The primary target audience of this chapter are those 

individuals or teams responsible for any aspect of the design, development and deployment of 

any AI-based system that interfaces directly or indirectly with humans, i.e. that will have an 

impact on decision-making processes of individuals or groups of individuals”. In this sense, it is 

surprising that there is no reference to Psychological Science and all its accumulated 

knowledge about the processes of interaction between AI and citizens. 

 

We think it should be added to the Assessment questions the following: 

 In section 2. Data Governance: Who is keeping the data? 

 In section 3. Design for all: And between countries? Is this technology to be shared by 

everyone?  

 In section 6. Respect for Privacy: It is possible to grant total privacy? How to explain 

this to people?   

 In section 7. Respect for (& Enhancement of) Human Autonomy: we think that more 

important than the way we explain it is important to try to evaluate how people 

understand. 

 

 

General Comments 

 

In general terms, it is important to point out the scarce participation of specialists in 

Psychology, taking into account all the concepts and psychological processes involved and the 

contributions that Psychological Science can bring to the AI area (in fact there is no 

psychologist in the Group that makes up the High-Level Experts Group). It is also worth 

mentioning the diminished emphasis on education and the promotion of digital literacy in AI of 

citizens, in particular as opposed to the concept of Trust (trust/trustworthy is referenced 125 

times throughout the document, while the words education or skills appear only 7 and 5 times, 

respectively). 

 

 



 

 

Specifically, we consider that it is imperative to address the Human Enhancement issue, that it 

is not addressed in this document. Similarly, it is also necessary to address the issue of 

decision-making – how AI can interfere in the way people usually make decisions. We think the 

differences in the world and how AI can affect the relations between countries and powers 

should be another topic addressed, as well as Big Data as one of the present big challenges for 

world governance. 

 

Finally, we consider it useful to extend the process of analysis and decision making of 

documents such as these, implying a greater diversity of participants in the process of defining 

essential concepts for the later streamlining of processes. 

 

 

 


