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Our Project

The United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural 
Organisation (UNESCO) 
commissioned international 
experts to write a draft 
recommendation on Artificial 
Intelligence Ethics. UNESCO 
partnered with Algora Lab and Mila 
to consult with stakeholders and 
citizens from across the world to 
collect feedback and insights from 
the public on their draft. From this 
was born the Open Dialogue on AI 
Ethics (ODAI).

This international deliberation 
process involved 611 people from 
54 countries. Of these, 287 people 
participated in the 37 small-size 
deliberation workshops (8-10 
participants) from 17 different 
countries, while 324 people took 
part in 11 larger-size workshops 
(“delibinars” - which had between 
10 and 70 participants).

General 
Observations
Broadly, participants converged 
in the general direction of the 
Recommendation. They agreed 
overall on the directions proposed, 
but expressed a strong interest in the 
Recommendation being more detailed 
and more strongly worded to ensure the 
compliance of Member States and other 
actors.

Participants were in general agreement 
that discrimination and bias are major 
issues that must be addressed. Many 
groups, mostly in the Global South, 
underscored the importance of the 
“digital divide”: too many individuals 
still do not have access to proper 
technological infrastructure, putting 
them at a significant disadvantage for 
AI development. In addition, the vast 
majority of participants made clear that 
a more diverse array of stakeholders 
must take part in the development and 
governance of AI, but often remained 
vague on how this goal can  
be meaningfully achieved.

The consultation process also 
highlighted that some important topics 
were not addressed, like information 
and communication, or not sufficiently 
addressed, like the environmental 
impact of AI. Additional proposals  
are needed to close these gaps.

KEY RESULTS
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Targeted 
Observations
Ethical AI development requires serious 
work to combat algorithmic biases 
that reflect existent inequalities. 
However, discrimination does not only 
emerge from biases in the AI systems 
themselves, but also through the 
implementation of these systems by 
humans. This affects disproportionately 
marginalized groups. An intersectional 
approach that targets both human 
and algorithmic biases is needed to 
adequately respond to unwarranted 
discrimination and diversity challenges. 
However, the way the Recommendation 
aims to be inclusive of all individuals  
and peoples can be condescending,  
and further entrench the idea that some 
groups or individuals are deviant.

Similarly, changes in the job market 
driven by AI, as well as environmental 
impacts, overwhelmingly affect 
populations who are already 
marginalized. When addressing these 
issues in the context of AI, it is crucial  
to recognize this reality.

Regarding education, expectations are 
mixed: AI may have important benefits, 
but also significant drawbacks. Notably, 
the teacher-student relationship may 
be at risk, which could impact student 
learning and well-being. As for AI 
research, training in other areas, such 
as ethics, should be provided. A holistic 
view on AI issues demands awareness  
of other issues related to AI impacts.

The importance of international 
cooperation was made clear by 
participants from the Global South. 
They stressed that international 
cooperation could contribute to 
reducing inequalities in the realm 
of AI development. Simultaneously, 
participants from the Global South 
made clear that they face different 
realities, affecting the development of 
AI and the applicability of ethical norms. 
For one, power relationships  
and structural inequalities between 
nations and industry, often the result  
of historical injustices, are a crucial 
factor for the Global South. This 
highlights the need for contextualized 
norms and guidelines when it comes  
to regulating AI.

On the topic of governance, 
collaboration between national, 
international, and independent actors 
is crucial to building stringent and 
effective regulations around the ethical 
use of AI and data privacy. What is more, 
explainability and transparency are  
key to achieving trustworthy AI.  
The Recommendation should detail  
a mechanism or procedure that allows 
individuals to appeal a decision made  
by an AI system.

Lastly, individuals and communities 
should be the owners of their data and 
have meaningful control over it. 
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In the international context of the 
proliferation of AI ethics declarations, 
UNESCO has initiated a preparatory phase 
for the elaboration of the first global 
standard-setting instrument on the ethics 
of artificial intelligence in the form of a 
Recommendation, following the decision of 
UNESCO’s General Conference at its 40th 
session in November 2019. An expert group, 
the Ad Hoc Expert Group (AHEG), has been 
established and mandated to produce the 
first draft of a proposed Recommendation. 
This text was submitted to a global 
consultation in the form of an online survey, 
as well as through regional and national 
consultations.

Building on the expertise developed in 
Quebec on deliberation on AI Ethics, in 
particular with the process of the Montreal 
Declaration for a Responsible Development 
of AI (2018) elaborated by the University 
of Montreal, the governments of Canada 
and Quebec offered UNESCO a scientific 
and financial contribution to conduct 
an inclusive, multi-stakeholder and 
citizen-based deliberation process. This 
deliberative component of the consultation 
on the Draft Recommendation was adopted 
as one of the three components  
of UNESCO’s consultation:

 ■ Public Online Consultation

 ■ Regional and Sub-Regional virtual 
consultations co-organized with host 
countries/institutions in all regions of 
UNESCO

 ■ Open, multi-stakeholder, and citizen 
deliberation workshops supported 
by various Canadian partners and led 
by Mila and Algora Lab (Université de 
Montréal).

The deliberation project, referred to as 
the Open Dialogue on AI Ethics (ODAI), has 
been entrusted to Mila - Quebec Artificial 
Intelligence Institute and Algora Lab at the 
Université de Montréal and in affiliation 
with OBVIA, the International Observatory 
on the Societal Impacts of AI. Some 
members of the Algora Lab and Mila teams 
had already been involved in the precedent-
setting Montreal Declaration process.

This process has been financially 
supported by the Government of Quebec, 
the Canadian Commission for UNESCO and 
several research institutions in Canada 
and Quebec: the Fonds de Recherche du 
Québec, the National Research Council 
of Canada and the Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council of Canada.

1. CONTEXT OF THE OPEN DIALOGUE 
ON AI ETHICS
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The specificity of the Open Dialogue 
on AI Ethics is that it seeks to include 
voices that are often overlooked or 
stereotyped. This deliberative process 
is fully aligned with UNESCO’s inclusion 
objectives, which are reiterated in the 
Draft Recommendation itself: “taking 
into consideration the specific needs of 
different age groups, cultural systems, 
persons with disabilities, women and girls, 
disadvantaged, marginalized and vulnerable 
populations” (proposal 13). In addition to AI 
stakeholders and citizens most involved in 
the development of AI, the objective of the 
deliberation process was to bring together 
different groups of people in a diversity  
of countries in the five UNESCO regions.

This challenge was made more complicated 
in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic: 
deliberations had to be rethought in order 
to be organized mainly online, with some 
exceptions for groups not benefitting from 
an adequate IT infrastructure. In addition, 
the consultation was organized according 
to UNESCO’s schedule: in the middle of the 
summer. This was not a favourable time  
for citizen mobilization.

Figure 1 - Timeline from May to August 
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Despite this context, the result of this consultation process was an unprecedented 
mobilization for deliberation on AI ethics ;

7,000 people followed 

interactive radio programs 
in Morocco and Tunisia on the 
Recommendation, answering questions 
prepared by the Algora Lab team.

Figure 2 - Map of the workshops

611  

participants.

48  

deliberative sessions  
in 17 countries (287 participants in  
37 deliberation workshops, 324 participants 
in 11 delibinars).

Participants from 

54  
countries.
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Deliberation sessions were held with  
First Nations people in Canada, Indigenous 
communities around the world, and  
people with hearing disabilities; half  
of the participants were women.

 

Figure 3 - Gender distribution

We should nonetheless remain critical 
regarding this achievement. As Indigenous 
participants from Canada noted, UNESCO’s 
statements regarding inclusivity and 
diversity could be tokenizing and “othering” 
for those towards whom these efforts are 
targeted. This further marginalizes the 
targeted individuals to the profit of those in 
power. This remark is sobering, and makes 
clear that UNESCO must reevaluate how  
it aims to be inclusive in its work: 

“By “including” or “inviting” these 
“others” “we” are somehow doing 
“good” […]. When this kind of logic is 
perpetuated, organizations can use 

this kind of blanket statement  
in their metrics to show that they 
are “diverse” which strengthens their 
social licence to operate.”

Jeff Doctor, Global Indigenous Peoples’ 
Consultation, Tuesday August 11, 2020

Lastly, we should bear in mind that the 
format of inclusive deliberation is a form  
of consultation with rules that are culturally 
determined and can sometimes become 
exclusionary.

This report presents the results of this 
deliberation, a critical and constructive 
review effort to ensure that the first 
international initiative of its kind on AI 
ethics meets the challenges it raises. But it 
must be emphasized that the deliberative 
process is as important as the immediate 
outcome; its effects are more profound, 
particularly in terms of capacity building 
and community building, areas of action 
that are important to UNESCO, Canada 
and Quebec. That is why we present in this 
report the steps and methods that have 
enabled us to involve a diversity of people 
on six continents. These initiatives should 
be pursued, supported, and consolidated to 
ensure that the UNESCO Recommendation 
becomes a reality for the people to whom  
it gives hope for a better life in the AI era.

Men

51%
Women

49%
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Before designing a deliberative process 
open to stakeholders, experts and 
laypersons, one should assess the 
relevance and added value of this type 
of consultation. Consultations are 
proliferating on all governance and policy 
issues, both in international organizations 
and in government institutions. The 
benefit of this kind of collective thinking 
depends on the definition of its purpose, 
the selection of audiences, the methods 
of participation and the addressee of the 
results of the consultation.

For the Open Dialogue on AI, the addressee 
is a group of experts mandated by UNESCO 
who will draw on the feedback and 
suggestions of the participants to confirm, 
revise, or amend the text submitted 
for deliberation. Our participants were 
diverse, including AI experts, stakeholders 
in public and private sectors, and lay 
people - citizens, who are affected by 
the deployment of AI systems in their 
lives. Lay people are most of the time 
unfamiliar with the concept of AI. But 
once they have acquired a minimal 
knowledge of algorithmic operations and 
AI systems they are able to perceive the 
social consequences of their deployment, 
contribute to the debate on ethical issues, 
and make relevant recommendations.

But what to deliberate on? The purpose 
of this UNESCO consultation is to discuss 
the text of the Recommendation. Yet the 
answer is not so easy. Open deliberation 
cannot simply consist of expert 

commentary on a previously drafted text. 
To involve participants in such an expert 
commentary process, they would need 
to have a comprehensive knowledge of 
the Recommendation as a whole, which 
is unreasonable to expect from most 
participants, even stakeholders; they 
would need to become experts, which is 
contrary to the spirit of open deliberation; 
and they would need to follow a rigid 
framework of deliberation that leaves little 
room for original input from their diverse 
experiences.

It is essential to create conditions for 
participants to have a deliberative 
experience that will enable them to make 
useful contributions and  further reflect on 
the ethics of AI and the Recommendation. 
To do so, we have adapted a method 
implemented in the deliberative process 
of the Montreal Declaration for the 
Responsible Development of AI: instead of 
having participants deliberate on abstract 
ethical values and principles or directly on 
public policy recommendations, we invited 
them to first consider use case scenarios 
that illustrate different ethical and societal 
issues previously identified from the 
analysis of the Recommendation, and then 
discuss the policy actions. Of course, these 
use cases do not restrict the discussion, 
nor do they require consideration of only 
the ethical issues that have been identified, 
but they do allow reflection to be grounded 
in participants’ potential experience  
with AI.

2. DELIBERATING ON UNESCO’S 
DRAFT RECOMMENDATION
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We will present the methods of deliberation 
in section 4. Here we briefly outline the 
elements that led us to focus on specific 
topics and develop use case scenarios 
that allowed any participant, expert or 
layperson, to address the ethical and social 
issues of the topic.

2.1. Structure of the 
Recommendation: 
Values, Principles 
and Policy Actions
Two kinds of considerations structure the 
Recommendation: one on the ethics of 
AI, the other on policy actions that States 
should implement to develop AI ethically, 
focusing on governance mechanisms.  
As a result, the document is divided into 
two main parts:

 ■ Ethical values and principles  
(Group 1 and Group 2)

 ■ Policy actions

 Each subsection is justified by the AHEG, 
in particular the division between values 
and principles, and the division between 
Group I and Group II principles. The 
distinction between values and principles is 
the subject of long-standing controversies 
in moral philosophy and ethics, but there 
is no need for further theoretical (meta-
ethical) debates on the meaning of values 

and principles in the Recommendation. 
However, it is important that the document 
be consistent enough to justify this  
division between values and principles.  
The AHEG therefore defined values as 
those that “inspire good moral behaviour” 
and principles as those that “unpack the 
values underlying them more concretely”  
(proposal 8).

Although this distinction is clear, it does 
not strengthen the coherence of the 
document. On the contrary, it tends to 
weaken it. In the Recommendation, each 
value is stated in the form of principles. 
For example, the value of “human dignity” 
takes the form of a principle that “research, 
design, development, deployment and use 
of AI systems should respect and preserve 
human dignity” (proposal 9). This applies to 
all the other values that take the form of a 
principle. Even if we accept the distinction 
between what inspires moral behaviour and 
what makes values concrete, it is not clear 
why some statements are values and others 
are principles.

One may wonder why, in proposal 16, 
“trustworthiness” is regarded as a value, 
when it should be listed as a principle, 
probably in Group II rather than in 
Group I. According to the definition of 
what qualifies as a value, the notion of 
trustworthiness does not seem to be a 
value: it does not inspire moral behaviour, 
but simply means that the AI system can 
be trusted. But “trusting” is not moral 
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behaviour, it is at best rational behaviour in 
a context of socio-technical complexity and 
uncertainty. 

Another value raises questions: human 
rights and fundamental freedoms. Human 
rights are a set of legal or ethical-legal 
principles but cannot constitute a value. 
Human rights, however, are based on a set 
of values or ethical considerations.

Furthermore, the sections on “values” and 
“principles” are sometimes redundant; 
they blur the distinction between values 
and principles and do not contribute to 
the clarity of the Recommendation. For 
instance, the value of environmental 
protection appears in the principle of 
sustainability, which is consistent, and the 
principle of sustainability is contained in 
the value of environmental protection. But 
why is environmental protection a value 
and not a principle when sustainability 
is a principle and not a value? This is 
confusing, especially since the principle 
of sustainability, as set out in proposal 
29, does not translate the value of 
environmental protection into concrete 
terms.

Likewise, it is not always clear what 
qualifies a statement as a principle or as a 
policy action. For example, the principles 
of “awareness and education” (proposal 
32) and “multi-stakeholder and adaptive 
governance” (proposal 33, 34) seem more 
like recommendations for policy action 
than principles that materialize a moral 
value. This might be the case if the section 
on values (III.1) clearly included the value 
of autonomy and linked autonomy to 
knowledge on the one hand, and to social 
and political participation on the other.

A brief analysis of the distribution of the 
principles into two groups also shows 
that the distinction between Group 1 and 
Group 2 principles is not as useful and 
robust as one would expect. The first 
group of principles reflect “characteristics 
that are associated with the human-
technology interface, i.e. human-AI 
systems interaction” (proposal 21) and 
the second group of principles reflect 
“characteristics associated with the 
properties of AI systems themselves that 
are pertinent to ensuring the research, 
design, development, deployment, and use 
of AI systems happen in accordance with 
internationally accepted expectations of 
ethical behaviour” (proposal 22). However, 
this distinction does not explain why the 
principles of proportionality (proposals 
25, 26), sustainability (proposal 29) and 
diversity (proposal 30) are in Group 1 rather 
than Group 2, which includes the principle 
of equity (proposal 35); for example, the 
principle of equity in Group 2 is based on 
the principle of diversity and inclusion in 
Group 1.

As for the Group 2 principles, they all 
seem to meet the definition of the Group 
1 principles. The principle of transparency 
and explainability does not reflect 
characteristics that are intrinsic to AI 
because explainability and transparency 
are characteristics of the system formed 
by humans and machines. Explainability 
is defined in relation to the human who 
is the addressee of the explanation or 
interpretation of algorithmic results.

These comments should lead the AHEG 
to simplify and systematize the section 
on values and principles. This is one 
of the reasons why, rather than having 
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deliberations on values and principles,  
we have chosen to focus on use cases and 
concrete proposals (policy actions) in order 
to clarify the underlying ethical values  
and principles.

2.2. A Deontological 
Concept
 The Recommendation does not differ 
from other AI ethics initiatives, such as 
OECD’s Recommendation of the Council 
on AI or the European Ethical Guidelines 
for Trustworthy AI, in that it is intended to 
promote human-centred AI. This is a global 
consensus that can be clearly established 
through a review of the various statements 
on AI ethics and governance.

Few statements, however, have taken 
such a clear philosophical, moral, and 
spiritual stance as that of the authors 
of the Recommendation: the document 
relies on a concept of humanity as a value 
and of human flourishing as an ultimate 
goal. It is a deontological rather than 
a consequentialist moral concept that 
promotes dignity and autonomy rather  
than well-being.

This humanist position based on dignity 
is motivated by the will to respond to the 
challenge posed by the development of AI 
to define what makes up specifically human 
identity and what is morally irreducible 
to the machine. It also addresses fears 
that strong AI would eventually surpass, 
or at least control, human beings. This 
humanistic and deontological concept 
entails an approach based on the 
promotion of human rights (deontic 
approach). Hence the second value  

stated in the document (proposal 11) is 
that of “human rights and fundamental 
freedoms” (see 2.1. above for our 
commentary on this point). This approach 
is consistent with the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights (1948) which is recognized 
in the Preamble. The Recommendation thus 
includes numerous references to human 
rights, makes privacy “a right essential 
to the protection of human dignity and 
human agency” (proposal 31), and calls for 
recognition of the “right to access [one’s] 
own data, and ‘the right to  
be forgotten’”(proposal 99).

The ethical approach adopted by the AHEG 
is complemented by a consideration for 
well-being, both human and environmental, 
which translates into incentive norms 
rather than moral and political obligations.

The values recognized in the 
Recommendation can be divided into three 
subsets: dignity, autonomy (or agency) 
as distinct from dignity, and well-being. 
This kind of classification obviously has 
limitations: several values may belong to 
two or all three categories, and the division 
between dignity and autonomy may be 
questioned. However, this tripartition  
is supported by the Recommendation.
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Figure 4 - Sets of values recognized in the Recommendation

DIGNITY 
Equality
Inclusion
Fairness
Privacy 

Explainability (right to an explanation)
Accountability

AUTONOMY 
Agency 

Oversight 
Fundamental freedoms 

Participation
Interconnectedness 

Cooperation
Empowerment 

Creativity 
Responsability

WELL-BEING 
Non-maleficience 

Sustainability 
Social harmony 

Peace
Security

FLOURISHING

TRUST 
RELIA-
BILITY

It should be noted that the value of well-
being is recognized as fundamental in the 
Preamble, but is mentioned only twice 
in the rest of the Recommendation, one 
of which is a mention of “environmental 
well-being.” Nevertheless, this value is 

present, not only because other values and 
principles relate to it (see Figure 4), but also 
because the Recommendation emphasizes 
the obligation to avoid harm to persons 
- what we call, after John Stuart Mill, the 
harm principle.
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2.3. Ethical 
Dilemmas and 
Challenges for AI 
Governance
The Recommendation deals with one of the 
most complex socio-technical subjects, 
namely AI, and must therefore build a 
normative framework in which values and 
ethical principles can conflict with each 
other. Implicit in the Recommendation is 
the recognition by the AHEG that complex 
ethical trade-offs need to be made, and 
several principles and policy actions 
suggest that these trade-offs be made 
with a focus on human dignity, such as 
the principle of proportionality, which 
goes as follows:“(b) The AI method chosen 
should not have an excessive negative 
infringement on the foundational values 
captured in this document” (proposal 26).

In this remarkable statement, the principle 
asserts that the pursuit of some objectives 
may conflict with respect for fundamental 
values, and that an appropriate balance 
(“not have an excessive negative 
infringement”) must then be sought 
between the different ethical concerns. 
However, this formulation is problematic 
because it does not specify what “excessive 
infringement” is.

The deployment of AI confronts us with 
more or less tragic ethical dilemmas. But 
unlike traditional ethical dilemmas,  with 
technical objects the choice involves 
actions that bring a set of values into play 
and whose consequences are diverse:

 ■ Mitigation of discrimination or time 
saving in processing applications

 ■ Performance or reliability

 ■ Efficiency or privacy

 ■ Allowing data sharing for research or 
ensuring maximum data protection

 ■ Making algorithm code accessible  
or ensuring security in the event  
of deviant use of algorithms

 ■ Conducting ex-post impact 
assessments or protecting the rights  
of individuals ex-ante according  
to an ethical precautionary principle

 ■ Prioritizing AI research and the 
potential benefits of its large-scale 
deployment or restricting its use 
because of its environmental impact

Moral dilemmas related to AI deployment 
are exacerbated by the nature of the 
problems that AI systems are expected 
to solve. The issue of quality education 
for all, environmental sustainability, 
access to healthcare, protection of 
cultural heritage, etc. are what have been 
called “wicked problems” since Rittel and 
Webber (1973)1. These problems are so 
complex that it is not possible to give them 
a single formulation, nor is it possible 
to find an unequivocal and definitive 
solution. Moreover, stakeholders seek to 
advance their own agendas and interests, 
and propose different and conflicting 
interpretations of the same problem.  
In addition, wicked problems are always 
symptoms of other problems and it is 
difficult to isolate the main problem.

1. Rittel, Horst W. J.; Webber, Melvin M. (1973). “Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning”. Policy Sciences 4 (2): 155–169.
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We thus understand that the problem of the 
social and economic impact of deploying 
AI systems on the job market raises the 
issue of professional training in AI, and the 
problem of professional training raises the 
issue of education in AI. This issue leads 
us to the problem of digital literacy and 
skills, and then to literacy and numeracy. 
These issues are then linked to many other 
issues depending on the context: equality 
in access to education, access to a digital 
infrastructure, gender equality, etc. Each 
“wicked problem” therefore confronts us 
with the different dimensions of our  
social organization and the diversity  
of institutional arrangements.

It is precisely because the development 
and the deployment of AI pose such “mortal 
challenges” that it is crucial to consult 
stakeholders and the public in order to 
make legitimate trade-offs between values, 
prioritization, or weighting of principles. 
There is no right or wrong solution to the 
complex problem of social deployment of 
AI, but there are solutions that are more or 
less appropriate depending on the context. 
Developing those solutions requires 
collective, open and inclusive thinking. 
Following this path, we can hope to build 
regional consensus rooted in universal 
ethical consideration while remaining 
context-dependent in order to implement 
appropriate and responsible policy actions.

 

2.4. Arbitrating, 
Prioritizing and 
Weighting Values 
and Principles
On the basis of this preliminary contextual 
analysis, we have selected topics for the 
deliberation process deriving from the 
Recommendation, have drawn up various 
use cases, and have chosen key normative 
proposals of the Recommendation that 
deal with the most discussed and pressing 
ethical issues concerning the development 
and deployment of AI:

 ■ Justice, inclusion and equity

 ■ Bias and discrimination

 ■ Privacy

 ■ Data protection

 ■ Reliability of AI systems

 ■ Understanding and control  
of AI systems

 ■ Human responsibility and 
accountability

 ■ Replacement of humans

 ■ Impact on human skills and creativity

 ■ Environmental impact 

 

The use cases were presented in the form 
of fictional scenarios that were realistic 
enough to trigger the moral imagination 
of the participants in the deliberative 
workshops and put their ethical thinking 
in context (see section 4.4 of this report). 
Because each use case illustrates a 
wicked problem, they mirror all the ethical 
issues involved in the development and 
deployment of AI. 
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Figure 5 - Design of the deliberation process on the key proposals of the Recommendation
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2.5. Limitations of  
the Recommendation
The Recommendation covers a very broad 
scope of ethical regulation of AI and 
offers a variety of solutions, ranging from 
statements of principle to public policy 
recommendations. In addition to the issues 
we have raised regarding the distinction 
between values and principles and between 
Group 1 and Group 2 principles, we would 
like to briefly mention two substantive 
shortcomings that emerged in the  
pre-analysis of the document.

First, as the diagram of core values (Figure 
4) shows, two main ethical concepts 
are well represented: the deontological 
concept establishing dignity and autonomy 
as superior values and, to a lesser extent, 
a consequentialist concept establishing 
well-being as the ultimate goal of our 
actions. However, that leaves out an ethical 
concept, that of care. This well-established 
ethical concept (Gilligan, 1982; Toronto, 
1993) views relationships as what defines 
our moral commitments and is based on 
the idea that we are moral agents only in 
a relationship of co-dependence and co-
vulnerability, both with other human and 
living beings and with our environment. The 
ethics of care is thus based on the idea that 
all humans are vulnerable and have needs 
that must be fulfilled. Although the notion 
of interdependence is clearly present in 
the Recommendation, it does not provide a 
basis for alternative and relevant proposals, 
or even a different framework for thinking 
about the deployment of AI: what place is 
there for AI when interpreting the patient’s 
situation in a relationship with his or her 
family and caregivers, particularly the 
attending doctor? What is the function of AI 

in the educational relationship between a 
learner and a teacher? What is the role of AI 
in caring for our environment and building 
relationships in our living space? An ethical 
approach based on the value of care can 
redefine the functions of AI and provide 
more appropriate responses to social 
problems that affect human relationships.

Secondly, even though the normative 
conception of care is not adopted, the 
Recommendation does not always draw 
out all the implications of its own ethical 
positioning. While human rights in general 
and the right to privacy are recognized in 
several parts of the document, other rights 
that seem no less essential are overlooked 
even though they fall within UNESCO’s 
remit. Since dignity is a foundational value 
and the rights-based approach to AI ethics 
seems appropriate, why not affirm a right to 
quality education or a right to be informed? 
These rights are essential for human 
flourishing and are fully consistent with  
the recognition of human rights  
as an international legal framework.
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3. RESULTS OF THE DELIBERATION4

This section will first detail the profile of the participants. To facilitate UNESCO’s experts’ 
work, we strictly followed the Draft Recommendation outline. For each Action Goal, we 
summarized the comments and suggestions by Policy Action. Some of UNESCO’s proposals 
have been analyzed in depth in the workshops. For each one of them, we cite the original 
proposal from the Draft Recommendation. We then provide indicators (green, orange, and red) 
of perceived relevance, sufficiency, and applicability as gathered from the participants. In 
addition, we synthesize the key qualitative feedbacks that could help adapt these indicators.

Note: as deliberating is a demanding exercise, we suggested to each group that they choose 
and analyze only 3 (maximum) core proposals relevant to each Action Goal of the UNESCO 
Recommendation. Therefore, we do not pretend to cover all the proposals in the document, 
but still present a rather large selection.

3.1. The participants  
to the ODAI

Global Results
A total of 611 people from 54 countries were 
consulted through the Open Dialogue on AI 
Ethics. Of these, 287 people participated 
in the 37 deliberation workshops in 17 
different countries, while 324 people took 
part in 11 delibinars5.

We gathered participation statistics from 
three different sources:

 ■ Group information about the number 
of men and women, provided by the 
deliberation workshop facilitators  
in their report. 

 ■ Group information about the number  
of men and women, as well as the 
country they identified with, provided 
by the delibinars’ organizers.

 ■ Individual anonymous information given 
voluntarily by the participants through 
a post-deliberation survey. This data is 
more in-depth but less representative, 
as only 78 (28%) of the workshop 
participants filled the survey.

4. Please note that excerpts have sometimes been freely translated by the authors of the report. 
5. For more information about the distinction between delibinars and deliberation workshops, please refer to section 4.
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Gender Parity
Overall, 299 women, 309 men, and 3 non-
identified people were consulted, which 
means that 49.2% of participants were 
women. This is equally distributed in the 
deliberation workshops (49.4%) and in the 
delibinars (49.0%). We consider that gender 
parity was achieved in the distribution  
of participants.

Age
Although participants were mostly young 
(65% between 18 and 34), we managed to 
consult people from almost all age groups. 
12% were aged between 35 and 44, 14% 
between 45 and 54, 5% between 55 and 64, 
and 3% were older than 65 years old. This 
age distribution is not representative of the 
world population6. However, young people 
are generally under-represented in political 
decision processes, and we believe that 
their over-representation in our sample 
could be acceptable in the context of this 
project 

Education
Most (73%) of the survey responders hold  
a university degree, and 22% a professional 
diploma. Only one participant had a 
secondary school education. This is not 
representative of the world population, 
where only 34% of people enroll in  
post-secondary education7. 
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Occupation and Field  
of Expertise
The survey responders also provided us 
with their field of expertise. Four fields 
were strongly represented: engineering and 
computer sciences (21%), research (17%), 
education (15%) and administration and 
finances (12%). We successfully reached 
people in other fields: health, culture, law, 
environment, community organization  
are all significantly represented. 

Additionally, most participants (60%) 
were employees, 12% were self-employed, 
and 29% were students (with some 
overlaps). Only 3% declared themselves 
as unemployed, and 3% as stay-at-home 
partners. 4% were retired. This suggests 
that we have mainly consulted active 
people, and that it was difficult to reach 
people who are not engaged in an academic 
or professional occupation.

Access to Technology
All the participants declared having access 
to the internet, a personal computer and a 
smartphone. 62% of them also have access 
to a tablet. The participants who answered 
the survey therefore have a very good 
access to technology.
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General Perspective  
and Analysis
We have achieved several representation 
goals. Gender parity was achieved. We have 
also consulted a significant number of people 
considering themselves part of racialized or 
indigenous communities, as well as ethnic, 
sexual, religious minorities. Combined 
with the diversity of countries in which the 
workshops were organized, we can safely say 
that, on the cultural and ethnic aspects, the 
participants form a reasonably representative 
sample of the diverse communities in  
the world. 

The survey results showed however an 
over-representation of young, educated and 
active people, with access to technology and 
without any disability. We believe that this 
bias is due to three elements:

 ■ the facilitator and participant 
recruitment process, which was mainly 
made through academic, professional, 
diplomatic and personal networks, 

 ■ the interest in AI and AI ethics, which may 
not be considered as a priority issue for  
a general public, and

 ■ the deliberation requirements, which 
assumed access to a newer computer 
and a reliable internet connection. 

Note that we took actions to mitigate this 
bias, for example by recruiting through 
community organizations, offering computer 
material, and allowing in-person meetings 
when the local COVID-related public health 
regulations were respected.

It is finally important to consider the potential 
bias related to the survey itself, as there may 
be a correlation between the probability of 
filling the survey and the demographics of the 
participants. As only 28% of the workshop 
participants filled the survey, these data 
may not be completely representative of the 
participation. Additionally, the survey was 
only aimed at the deliberation workshops,  
and does not represent the participants 
to the delibinars, which were sometimes 
focused on particular groups such as 
Indigenous peoples. This note does not 
apply to gender data, which was given for all 
participants of both types of consultations, 
and can be considered reliable.

Minorities and 
Under-represented 
Communities
Of the participants in the survey, 21% 
declared themselves as a racialized person, 
21% as part of an ethnic minority, 15% as 
part of a sexual minority, and 12% as part of a 
religious minority. Additionally, 5% declared 
themselves as indigenous people. When put 
together and removing the overlaps, it is more 
than 41% who declared themselves as part of 
a minority group, plus 14% who preferred not 
to answer. Additionally, 3% of the responders 
declared themselves as living with a disability.
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3.2. Values 
and Principles 
in the Draft 
Recommendation

Key Messages
 h There is a broad consensus on values 

and principles in general.

 h Dignity is not a much-discussed value, 
but seems to be taken for granted  
by all participants. 

 h All participants stress the importance 
of respect for human rights as 
recognized by international law in  
the design and deployment of AI. 

 h The right to quality information must 
be recognized. In general, participants 
regret that the Recommendation does 
not address freedom of information  
and the right to information. 

 h While there is a great convergence on 
the objective of fighting discrimination 
and the inclusion of diversity, the 
participants warn against the 
“tokenization” of minority groups in the 
AI field and in the deployment of AI.

 h The Recommendation contradicts 
itself when it suggests that “the AI 
method chosen should not have an 
excessive negative infringement on the 
foundational values captured in this 
document”. 

 h Participants deplored the lack of 
precision in the terms used, as well 
as the lack of definitions for values 
like equity, inclusion, sustainability, 
proportionality, trustworthiness, 
responsibility, accountability. 

 h Participants point out that the 
statement of values and principles is 
not sufficiently binding, and that the 
language of incentive or desirability 
gives too much latitude to governments 
and AI actors to assess their 
compliance. 

 h The values and principles are redundant 
and do not contribute to the clarity  
of the document.

There is broad consensus on the values 
and principles adopted by AHEG. However, 
participants draw attention to the limited 
scope of their formulation, the lack of 
precision and the insufficiently binding 
nature of the language used. 

Since the distinction between values and 
principles is not clear enough and there 
are several overlaps and duplications, we 
have grouped the bulk of the participants’ 
feedback under a few headings that reflect 
the whole of Part II. On the basis of our 
pre-deliberative analysis and the results 
of the deliberation, we encourage AHEG to 
review the structure of this part to simplify 
it and express its full potential as an ethical 
framework for AI. 
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Dignity, Human Rights 
and Fundamental 
Freedoms

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

9. The research, design, development, deployment, and use of AI systems should respect 
and preserve human dignity. The dignity of every human person is a value that constitutes a 
foundation for all human rights and fundamental freedoms and is essential when developing 
and adapting AI systems. Human dignity relates to the recognition of the intrinsic worth of 
each individual human being and thus dignity is not tied to national origin, legal status, socio-
economic position, gender and sexual orientation, religion, language, ethnic origin, political 
ideology or other opinion.

10. This value should be respected by all actors involved in the research, design, development, 
deployment, and use of AI systems in the first place; and in the second place, be promoted 
through new legislation, through governance initiatives, through good exemplars of collaborative 
AI development and use, or through government-issued national and international technical and 
methodological guidelines as AI technologies advance.

11. The value of the respect for, and protection and promotion of, human rights and fundamental 
freedoms in the AI context means that the research, design, development, deployment, and use 
of AI systems should be consistent and compliant with international human rights law, principles 
and standards.

Proposals 9, 10 and 11

All participants stress the importance  
of respect for human rights as recognized 
by international law in the design and 
deployment of AI. Some even suggest that 
UNESCO should take the lead in a process 
of drafting a declaration of human rights  
in the era of AI (DEL5).

In this sense, participants consider that 
the Recommendation is not sufficiently 
consistent with its promotion of human 
rights. In particular, participants point out 
that the Recommendation is silent  

on certain existing fundamental rights that 
are threatened by the development of AI, 
such as the right to be informed and the 
right to inform. 

More seriously, the commitment to 
ensuring respect for dignity, human rights 
and fundamental freedoms was questioned 
by most participants during deliberations 
on the principle of proportionality (proposal 
26). The originality of the principle was 
overshadowed by a problematic mention: 
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“The AI method chosen should not have 
an excessive negative infringement on 
the foundational values captured in this 
document” (proposal 26).

The introduction of the “no excessive 
negative infringement” clause was seen 
as inconsistent with the promotion of 
dignity and human rights because, without 
a precise definition of what it means, it 
allows human rights violations, even if this 
is not its intention (JAM1, IND1, IND4,  
CAN1, DEL2). 

To this point, one participant said that 
: “ [the clause] “... should not have an 
excessive negative infringement ...” dilutes 
the standards. “No negative infringement” 
would establish the seriousness of the 
recommendation” (IND4).

An alternative proposal was suggested  
by a participant in a different group:  
“The AI method chosen must not infringe 
on the foundational values captured in this 
document” (DEL5)

While the right to be forgotten was 
discussed as a fundamental right and a 
point of convergence among participants, 
other similar rights were proposed (DEL5): 

 ■ the right to disclosure in order to know 
how one’s data is used, how technology 
is developed and how it is impacting 
individuals, communities, society  
and the environment;

 ■ the right to opt-out: people should be 
able to choose to interact with a human 
instead, and still be able to meaningfully 
participate in the economy and society;

 ■ the right to data agency: one’s own data 
should be considered one’s property 

 ■ the right to redress.

Overall, the Recommendation was 
considered rather vague on the issue of 
the protection of human dignity and human 
rights. Given that it calls on “AI actors” to 
respect human dignity and human rights, 
participants wondered who these AI actors 
were (DEL1), what their responsibilities 
were, and what recourse was available 
against them (DEL9, CAN 2). 
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Leaving No One Behind

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

12. It is vital to ensure that AI systems are researched, designed, developed, deployed, and 
used in a way that respects all groupings of humanity and fosters creativity in all its diversity. 
Discrimination and bias, digital and knowledge divides and global inequalities need to be 
addressed throughout an AI system lifecycle.

13. Thus, the research, design, development, deployment, and use of AI systems must be 
compatible with empowering all humans, taking into consideration the specific needs of different 
age groups, cultural systems, persons with disabilities, women and girls, disadvantaged, 
marginalized and vulnerable populations; and should not be used to restrict the scope of lifestyle 
choices or personal experiences, including the optional use of AI-systems. Furthermore, efforts 
should be made to overcome the lack of necessary technological infrastructure, education and 
skills, as well as legal frameworks, particularly in low- and middle-income countries.

30. The research, design, development, deployment, and use of AI systems should respect and 
foster diversity and inclusiveness at a minimum consistent with international human rights law, 
standards and principles, including demographic, cultural and social diversity and inclusiveness.

35. AI actors should respect fairness, equity and inclusiveness, as well as make all efforts to 
minimize and avoid reinforcing or perpetuating socio-technical biases including racial, ethnic, 
gender, age, and cultural biases, throughout the full lifecycle of the AI system.

Proposals 12, 13, 30 and 35

The principle of “leaving no one behind” 
refers to two values: fairness and social 
justice on the one hand, and inclusion for  
all on the other. 

Fairness
In general, the notion of fairness and justice 
received little comment, except to point 
out that it was too vague. Participants 
wondered: concretely, what does the 
slogan “leaving no one behind” imply? 

The value of equality is not sufficiently 
emphasized or articulated. In the evaluation 
of various policy actions, the concern for 
an AI that does not increase inequalities 
was recurrent. Different forms of inequality 
were noted: inequality in access to AI, 
inequality in the benefits of AI, inequality 
in the control of AI, inequality in the socio-
economic impacts of AI (MEX1). The notion 
of equity cannot be confused with the fight 
against bias and stereotypes alone. It is 
more comprehensive and has an essential 
socio-economic dimension.
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Clearly, there is a greater demand in 
the countries of Latin America and the 
Caribbean, Arab countries, and Africa 
regions than in the Europe and North 
America region regarding the digital 
divide between countries - but also within 
the same society (BUR1). This difference 
underlines the extent to which applied 
ethics with regards to technologies 
such as AI depend on socio-political 
contexts. Equality implies, for example, 
that investments in the development of AI 
take into account inequalities in access to 
digital infrastructure and that governments 
address these.

 

Inclusion 
Inclusion is the value that has received the 
most comments, and unanimous support. 
All participants agree with the objective 
of tackling bias and stereotypes. However, 
comments on the wording of this value 
were quite critical. One of them deserves 
particular attention. The participants 
belonging to indigenous peoples warn 
against the “tokenization” of indigenous 
peoples in the AI community and in 
the deployment of AI, and ask that so-
called marginalized groups not simply be 
consulted on the fringes of an international 
process such as UNESCO’s consultation on 
AI ethics.

A well-articulated claim arose from 
several workshops (CAN11, DEL9, DEL11): 
marginalized groups do not only want to be 
included as “outsiders” in a decision-making 

structure that already exists and that is 
discriminatory in itself; they claim the right 
to reshape AI institutions, to participate 
in the drafting of normative documents 
on AI development, to have a share of 
decision-making power on the deployment 
of AI systems according to their legitimate 
interests. 

This demand by minority or discriminated 
groups is a reminder that the equitable 
development and deployment of AI depends 
on the structure of society as a whole and 
that an ethical conception of this equitable 
deployment is based on a critical critical 
understanding of the social function of 
technologies.

 

Intersectionality
Participants emphasize that algorithmic 
discrimination or exclusion from 
deliberation and decision-making 
processes on the ethical deployment of AI 
cannot be prevented if an intersectional 
approach is not taken. To illustrate this 
point, one participant pointed out that 
gender parity may conceal domination by 
a single ethnic or cultural group, if (say) 
women and men from one ethnic group 
represent 80% of all individuals under 
consideration. Conversely, individuals at 
the intersection of several marginalized 
groups can fall off the social justice radar.

27



Oversight and Human 
Flourishing 

The discussions in the various workshops, 
regardless of the topic or recommendation 
addressed, considered the issue of 
control of AI by humans (individuals or 
groups) and the controlled use of AI for 
human flourishing. There is, therefore, 
a high degree of alignment with the 
Recommendation on this point and 
consensus on UNESCO’s philosophical 
orientation. 

However, participants stressed a 
consideration that is not prominent enough 
in the Recommendation: the preservation 
of human life without AI, or with AI 
limited to non-relational aspects. In this 
perspective, the principle of proportionality 
(proposal 25) makes sense. AI should only 
be deployed for legitimate objectives, 
which should be subject to open and civic 
deliberation: 

“The research, design, development, 
deployment, and use of AI systems may 
not exceed what is necessary to achieve 
legitimate aims or objectives and should be 
appropriate to the context”(proposal 25).

The participants thus reject the unjustified 
replacement of humans (BEN1, MEX5) 
and challenge the tendency to automate 
everything when there is no need for AI, or 
when the objectives of AI are not justified. 
One should avoid looking for “opportunities 
to apply AI just for the sake of applying AI” 
(DEL6).

Three types of arguments have been 
advanced in favour of human control  
of a living environment without AI:  

the preservation of lifestyles and of human 
knowledge, and the specificity of human 
relationships.

 

Preservation of Lifestyles
Many people pointed out that AI is only a 
tool at the service of human beings but that 
this tool could not solve social problems 
related to human decisions. In addition,  
AI is sometimes deployed to solve problems 
that did not exist before AI. 

A contribution from a representative of the 
Indigenous Mi’kmaq people is particularly 
enlightening: “If intelligent drones can 
locate and track caribou herds, what is 
the future of indigenous way of life and 
knowledge? “(DEL11). He thus claims to have 
control not only over AI, but over whether 
or not AI should be deployed, in order to 
preserve a way of life, a way of using time 
and natural space, a way of inhabiting the 
world.
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The Preservation of Human 
Knowledge and Skills
The link between lifestyles and traditional 
knowledge is strongly affirmed. In general, 
the participants agreed that human 
knowledge should shape AI and define the 
objectives of its deployment. 

Fundamentally, the participants are 
concerned that human skills to make 
decisions and think could be undermined 
by using AI: “Artificial intelligence should 
not be at the expense of human intelligence 
and judgement” (SEN1). Some participants 
developed this argument in the following 
way: if we generalize AI without discussion 
in all fields, without asking ourselves where 
we really need it, the result will be humans 
lacking the ability to make decisions on 
their own and becoming too dependent  
on AI recommendations (DEL1).

This feeling is very strong in the comments 
on the deployment of AI in education: there 
is a concern that AI will mold human skills 
and modes of reasoning.

The Specificity of Human 
Relations: the Ethics of Care
In this sense, many participants stressed 
that efforts should be made to preserve 
the emotional interactions inherent in 
human relationships and communication. 
Participants noted “the risk of having an 
emotionally sanitized world: the ‘’human 
touch’’ must be preserved; what does make 
me human is love, compassion, empathy” 
(PIL0).

These views on the deployment of 
intelligent machines can be understood in 
terms of an ethical concept that has been 
well established for 50 years, but which 
does not appear in the Recommendation: 
care ethics. Participants in several 
sessions referred to the ethical approach 
to care. Thus, in discussions on education, 
the teacher is seen both as a transmitter 
of knowledge and as a ‘creator of social 
bonds’ between students. The pedagogical 
relationship is not only a neutral and 
mechanical transmission of already 
established knowledge - it is a relationship 
of human socialization, of identity building, 
of experiencing emotions.

 “There’s a lack of empathy in that 
relationship, you lose the relational that  
I think is the primary purpose of education 
is for the student to live. And to live is in 
particular to build relationships of trust 
with others around oneself”(CAN4).
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3.3. Areas of Policy 
Action of the Draft 
Recommendation

Action Goal I: Ethical 
Stewardship

Key Messages
 h Ethical AI development demands 

serious efforts in combating AI system 
biases that reflect existent inequalities. 

 h Discrimination does not only emerge 
from biases in the AI systems 
themselves but also through the 
implementation of these systems, 
disproportionately affecting 
marginalized groups. 

 h An intersectional approach is needed  
to adequately respond to discrimination 
issues and diversity challenges. 

 h Diversity in AI teams should not be 
limited to a marketing strategy or 
superficial initiatives, but should 
instead demand structural changes 
and paradigm shifts in the design and 
framing of AI development. 

 h Proposals 45 and 47 are relevant but 
lack specificity and should use stronger 
terminology. 

 h Balancing the respect of human rights 
against respect of cultural traditions 
can be an issue that Proposal 46 does 
not solve. It remains nevertheless 
important to respect cultural diversity 
and the characteristics of specific 
countries. 

Policy Action 1: Promoting 
Diversity and Inclusiveness
The issue of bias in AI systems was deemed 
serious in the majority of workshops 
(all regions covered except Europe). 
Participants noted, for example, that 
“if the data used to train the system is 
already a result of a historically biased 
selection process, then it is expected 
that the resulting system will be also 
biased”(BRE2). Participants often stressed 
that AI systems reflect existing social 
inequalities. Search engine results often 
perpetuate stereotypes, such as the fact 
that searching “‘beautiful woman’ [online] 
will show predominantly white females” 
(JAM1). One group in Africa also mentioned 
there are not enough incentives for private 
companies to ensure AI systems are  
bias-free, since this can be a costly process 
(GHA1). 

Additionally, AI research & development 
was often criticized for not having diverse 
teams (contributions from CAN5, CAN6, 
ECU1, DEL3, CAN11, URU1 and DEL1). 
Although not sufficient, having more 
inclusive AI teams could help mitigate 
biases and discrimination in AI systems. 
Participants often suggested reinforcing 
inclusion of women, Indigenous people, 
racialized populations, people with 
disabilities, sexual minorities and other 
cultural diverse groups and minorities. 
The need for an intersectional perspective 
also was brought up (URU1, DEL9, DEL11, 
CAN4, CAN11). But, unfortunately, diversity 
and inclusion could be used as slogans 
for a mere marketing strategy for private 
companies (CAN1). 
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WORKSHOPS ON AI ETHICS THROUGH 
FEMINIST LENSES 

The lack of gender diversity in AI was 
thoroughly examined in these specific 
workshops. Participants highlighted four 
main aspects of the issue:

1. Representation: there is a lack of 
“models,” i.e. references to look up to in 
STEM jobs. This lack of representation 
also touches racialized people, gender 
diversity groups and others, which 
contributes to the social construct  
of tasks being deemed “feminine”  
or “masculine.”

2. Awareness and education: UNESCO 
should encourage the raising of 
awareness among stakeholders and 
communities so as to change mentalities. 

3. Structural matters: UNESCO should 
promote necessary changes in terms of 
sexism, harassment and rape culture. 
Toxic culture goes beyond individual 
mentalities. 

4. The two feminist workshops highlighted 
the fact that a clear distinction should 
be made between the needs and 
particularities of each minority. UNESCO 
should recognize the specificities of each 
group. “We must not put all minorities 
in the same group. Women and ethnic 
minorities live different realities, to which 
different solutions must be proposed. 
The experiences are particular, so there 
should be unique proposals for each 
group. There are also gender minorities 
and sexual minorities, which are not 
identified. We must offer separate 
proposals and not put women, ethnic 
minorities, disabled people, etc. together 
... as if each group had the same need.” 
(CAN11). 

BEYOND MERE DIVERSITY AND 
“INCLUSION”: CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
GLOBAL INDIGENOUS PEOPLES’ 
CONSULTATION 

Many indigenous participants had a critical 
perspective on inclusion statements. 
Liberal “diversity” talk was seen as 
insufficient and problematic:

“It reifies white supremacy by centering 
white cis hetero euro/eurodecended men 
as the norm and lumps all other forms of 
humanity together like they are deviant 
under the term “diverse.” In other words, 
by “including” or “inviting” these “others” 
“we” are somehow doing “good”. When this 
kind of logic is perpetuated, organizations 
can use this kind of blanket statement 
in their metrics to show that they are 
“diverse” which strengthens their social 
licence to operate. It’s quite insidious 
as it still hides their complicity in white 
supremacy”(DEL11).

Beside discrimination being perpetuated 
by biases in AI systems themselves, the 
implementation of these systems, as well 
as their objectives can have discriminatory 
impacts (SEN1, MEX5, CHI1, CAN11, PIL0, 
URU1). Their goals can seem to be “neutral” 
(such as risk assessment and safety, public 
health and prevention, etc.) but they can 
lead to discrimination against already 
marginalized groups. As one participant 
mentioned: people from “underprivileged 
socioeconomic backgrounds often work in 
areas that contribute to the common good 
and, paradoxically, could find themselves 
further penalized” (PIL0). 
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In the French version of the 
Recommendation, “human rights” has been 
translated as “droits de l’homme” (literally 
“rights of man”). One group found this 
terminology dated and problematic and 
would favour “droits humains”(CAN1).

Proposal 45
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should require AI actors 
to disclose and combat any cultural and 
social stereotyping in the workings of AI 
systems whether by design or by negligence, 
and ensure that training data sets for AI 
systems should not foster cultural and 
social inequalities. Mechanisms should be 
adopted to allow end users to report such 
inequalities, biases and stereotypes.

Proposal 45 was considered relevant by 
all groups that examined it specifically. 
The issues addressed are considered 
fundamental. 

However, there was generally an issue with 
its vagueness and lack of specificity (BRE2, 
INO1, CAN1, IND3). Some participants 
wondered who the “AI actors” were (CAN1, 
IND3). Questions such as “Are we referring 
to actors in each specific country or are 
these AI global actors?” were raised. 
Others thought it was unclear what 
“cultural and social inequality” entailed 

and wondered if it also included economic 
and racial inequality or caste structure 
(IND3). Participants in Brazil thought some 
common social inequalities should be made 
explicit without the list being exhaustive 
(BRE2). 

Two groups (BRE2, CAN1) addressed the 
lack of any reference to transparency in 45 
and thought it was a good idea to refer to 
this value here. 

Further, while the “[mechanisms [...] 
to report such inequalities, biases and 
stereotypes” was considered a good idea, 
participants in Asia believed it would be 
interesting to specify those mechanisms 
(IND3, INO10). In relation to accountability, 
participants believed UNESCO should add 
something on Member States needing to 
provide laws and sanctions for those who 
fail to comply (BRE2).
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Proposal 46
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should ensure that AI 
actors demonstrate awareness and 
respect for the current cultural and social 
diversities including local customs and 
religious traditions, in the research, design, 
development, deployment, and use of 
AI systems while being consistent with 
international human rights standard [sic] 
and norms.

Proposal 46 was not discussed as much 
as Proposal 45, but it was discussed by 
4 groups (CAN1, SUI1-2, BRE2). In North 
America and Europe (CAN1, SUI1-2), 
participants found Proposal 46 to be 
contradictory or even too accommodating 
since cultural traditions have often 
harmed women and other minorities. 
However, in four other workshops, in Asia, 
Latin America and Africa, the need to 
respect cultural diversity was raised as an 
important issue (CHI1, URU1, BRE2, DEL10). 
Some participants even stressed that the 
actors needed incentives to address this, 
such as laws and sanctions (BRE2). Cultural 
diversity was also mentioned during the 
workshops on linguistic diversity, which will 
be dealt with in the next subsection. 

Proposal 47
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should work to address 
the diversity gaps currently seen in the 
development of AI systems, including 
diversity in training datasets and in AI 
actors themselves. Member States should 
work with all sectors, international and 
regional organizations and other entities to 
empower women and girls to participate in 
all stages of an AI system lifecycle by offering 
incentives, access to mentors and role 
models, and protection from harassment. 
They should also work to make the domain 
of AI more accessible to people from diverse 
ethnic backgrounds as well as people with 
disabilities. Moreover, equal access to 
AI system benefits should be promoted, 
particularly for marginalized groups.

This proposal was specifically examined 
in one workshop (CAN11). Participants 
put emphasis on the relevance and 
importance of the word “harassment.” 
However, in general, the proposal was seen 
as too broad and not well developed and 
defined. Participants raised the need to 
use terminology that is more stringent. 
For example, the French version says that 
Member States “devraient s’efforcer” (should 
make an effort). This should be changed 
to “devraient s’assurer” (should make sure). 
Also, participants believed the proposal did 
not cover the issues related to the lack of 
diversity in AI programs (referred to above). 
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Action Goal II: Impact 
Assessment

Key Messages
 h It is likely AI will contribute to job 

losses. These market changes will 
affect predominantly vulnerable 
populations. Hence, there is a great 
need for reskilling and upskilling 
opportunities.

 h The digital divide and inequality in 
access to infrastructure related to AI  
is not well addressed in Policy Action 3. 

 h Certification for AI systems is generally 
seen as a good idea. However, Proposal 
57 on the matter lacks specificity. 

 h AI applications in regard to languages 
bring challenges and risks that are not 
addressed by Proposals 60 and 61. 

 h As we face extensive environmental 
degradation and the environmental 
crisis, the impacts are and will continue 
to be greater and more consequential 
for poorer populations and the global 
south. This reality is not acknowledged, 
and consequently does not inform, 
Proposal 65.

 h AI has a dual role with regard 
to environmental issues. It can 
contribute to, and can help mitigate, 
the environmental crisis. This should 
be reflected in the Recommendation 
by creating at least two separate 
proposals.

 h The language and level of detail of 
Proposal 65 should be substantially 
revised.

 h Respecting Indigenous peoples’ rights, 
their land, and their ways of knowing 
in building AI and in mitigating the 
environmental crisis should be a 
priority and should be reflected in  
the Recommendation.

Policy Action 2: Addressing 
Labour Market Changes
The issue of bias in AI systems was deemed 
serious in the majority of workshops 
(all regions covered except Europe). 
Participants noted, for example, that 
“if the data used to train the system is 
already a result of a historically biased 
selection process, then it is expected 
that the resulting system will be also 
biased”(BRE2). Participants often stressed 
that AI systems reflect existing social 
inequalities. Search engine results often 
perpetuate stereotypes, such as the fact 
that searching “‘beautiful woman’ [online] 
will show predominantly white females” 
(JAM1). One group in Africa also mentioned 
there are not enough incentives for private 
companies to ensure AI systems are bias-
free, since this can be a costly process 
(GHA1). 

Additionally, AI research & development 
was often criticized for not having diverse 
teams (contributions from CAN5, CAN6, 
ECU1, DEL3, CAN11, URU1 and DEL1). 
Although not sufficient, having more 
inclusive AI teams could help mitigate 
biases and discrimination in AI systems. 
Participants often suggested reinforcing 
inclusion of women, Indigenous people, 
racialized populations, people with 
disabilities, sexual minorities and other 
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cultural diverse groups and minorities. 
The need for an intersectional perspective 
also was brought up (URU1, DEL9, DEL11, 
CAN4, CAN11). But, unfortunately, diversity 
and inclusion could be used as slogans 
for a mere marketing strategy for private 
companies (CAN1). 

Policy Action 3: Addressing 
the Social and Economic 
Impact of AI

AI and the Digital Divide
AI issues raised two important background 
questions among participants: will it be 
possible to easily access the technology 
(hardware, software, expertise, data, etc.), 
and how to avoid a digital divide. It was 
thought, for example, that “AI can deepen 
the divide in countries like Jamaica that 
don’t have as much access to infrastructure 
to utilize AI” (JAM2). In UNESCO’s Draft 
Recommendation, the digital divide is 
mentioned once in paragraph 55 by linking 
it to the need “to provide adequate AI 
literacy education.” This would help reduce 
the digital divide and “access inequalities”. 
Hence, the question of inequalities 
regarding access to AI is somehow only 
linked to an issue that can be resolved  
with education. 

This observation contrasts with the 
consensus that has emerged from our 
deliberations. Several workshops (CHI1, 
JAM2, Radio programs - DEL7, DEL2, 
GHA1, ECU1, DEL1, THA1, IND1, IND2, MEX5, 
CAN5, CAN6, DEL11, CAN4) addressed 
the digital divide in terms of access to 

infrastructure and connectivity. This was 
seen as a distinct issue from digital literacy 
(important as well) or awareness about AI 
ethical issues (Policy Action 5). Admittedly, 
the digital divide was often linked to the 
rural context (in contrast with urban areas) 
but also in regard to lack of connectivity in 
some indigenous people living in poor areas 
and/or precarious conditions even in urban 
settings.

RADIO PROGRAMS - DEL7

“States must work to ensure Internet 
connectivity in remote areas”

“Work to reduce the great disparity 
between urban and rural areas to promote 
equal opportunities and reduce the digital 
divide”

The implementation of AI systems was 
sometimes seen as widening the divide 
and becoming discriminatory towards 
those without access. In a deliberation 
in Thailand, informal and unregistered 
workers were seen as being discriminated 
against if AI applications became more 
widely installed (THA1). 
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Proposal 57
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States are encouraged to consider 
a certification mechanism for AI systems 
similar to the ones used for medical 
devices. This can include different classes 
of certification according to the sensitivity 
of the application domain and expected 
impact on human lives, the environment, 
ethical considerations such as equality, 
diversity and cultural values, among others. 
Such a mechanism might include different 
levels of audit of systems, data, and ethical 
compliance. At the same time, such a 
mechanism must not hinder innovation or 
disadvantage small enterprises or startups 
by requiring large amounts of paperwork. 
These mechanisms would also include a 
regular monitoring component to ensure 
system robustness and continued integrity 
and compliance over the entire lifetime  
of the AI system, requiring re-certification  
if necessary.

All the groups that contributed on this topic 
(CAN1, CAN2, CAN5, CAN6, LIB1, IND2, JAM2, 
DEL6, SUI1-2) found it necessary to inspect 
and evaluate algorithms. A majority of the 
deliberations considered certification 
to be a good strategy. While some 
considered the analogy with the medical 
certification system to be appropriate 
(CAN5, CAN6, CAN2), participants in the 

Asia Pacific delibinar considered this type 
of certification as giving a “false sense of 
hope,” since specific medical devices do 
not evolve like AI systems (collecting data 
and always evolving) (DEL6). They instead 
recommended a “continuous comprehensive 
evaluation.” Echoing this, participants 
in CAN5 and CAN6 suggested adding to 
Proposal 57 “This shall all be revised on a 
yearly basis based on changed environments 
and requirements.”

Other participants considered that Proposal 
57 left too much room for misinterpretation 
and hence needed more application-
specific details, such as criteria on audit 
mechanisms (LIB1). Regarding strong 
certification systems, IND2 suggested “to 
design strong certification mechanisms 
regarding data privacy it is to be understood 
how the models of AI are trained, what data 
is used, how long can data be used with 
consent before deletion, do the algorithms 
have bias, and what are the learning 
objectives and intent of the system.” 

It was explicitly recommended that the 
word “encouraged” be changed to stronger 
equivalents, such as “required” or “should 
enforce” (CAN5, CAN6, JAM2, DEL6). 
Lastly, the participants in CAN5 and CAN6 
recommended erasing the sentence “At the 
same time, such a mechanism must not 
hinder innovation or disadvantage small 
enterprises or startups by requiring large 
amounts of paperwork.” That sentence 
could be rationalized to justify the lack  
of an ethical evaluation of AI systems. 
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Policy Action 4: Impact on 
Culture and the Environment
Contributions on this part of the Draft 
Recommendation are divided into two 
subjects: languages and environment. 

AI and Languages
Participants considered there were 
advantages to using AI in the linguistic 
field (such as automated translation). AI 
could facilitate communication, facilitate 
intercultural exchanges, assist in language 
learning, identify (and thus safeguard) 
“rarer” languages (BEN1). AI help in learning 
languages was seen as a positive thing in an 
intercultural perspective (Radio programs 
in Maghreb, i.e. DEL7). Also, participants 
wondered how AI could help regarding 
the very real concern that Indigenous 
languages are disappearing at a fast rate 
(DEL11). 

However, participants pointed out 
challenges and risks in these applications. 
The main one concerns the unequal 
treatment of languages and the need 
for inclusion of “minority” languages, 
including Indigenous ones (MEX4, DEL11). 
In the BEN1 workshop, participants 
considered that in order to benefit from 
the aforementioned advantages, it was 
important that AI systems participate in 
the preservation and inclusion of African 
languages. However, they felt that given 
the background of main AI players, “AI will 
privilege certain languages at the expense 
of others (especially Western vs. African)”. 
Echoing this, a participant in DEL7 said: 
“Machine translation cannot be effective 
and operational until the formalization of 

languages is completed. How do we want  
to develop AI-based applications when their 
national languages are not computerized?”. 
The same issue was addressed in the Global 
Indigenous consultation (DEL11). 

Proposal 60
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States are encouraged to 
incorporate AI systems where appropriate 
in the preservation, enrichment and 
understanding of cultural heritage, both 
material and intangible, including rare 
languages, for example by introducing or 
updating educational programs related to 
the application of AI systems in these areas, 
targeted at institutions and the public.

Participants in MEX4 found that Proposal 
60 should also consider participation of 
less represented sectors, echoing concerns 
previously mentioned in this report. It was 
also mentioned that the proposal could 
be hard to “implement” and might remain 
nothing more than a set of high-level 
principles. Overall, participants raised 
questions regarding the difficulty for AI 
to include minority languages, an issue 
that could be linked to the lack of financial 
benefits for private companies to invest  
in this area.
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Proposal 61
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States are encouraged to examine 
and address the impact of AI systems, 
especially Natural Language Processing 
applications such as automated translation 
and voice assistants on the nuances of 
human language. Such an assessment 
can include maximizing the benefits from 
these systems by bridging cultural gaps 
and increasing human understanding, as 
well as negative implications such as the 
reduced pervasiveness of rare languages, 
local dialects, and the tonal and cultural 
variations associated with human language 
and speech.

This proposal was seen as too ambiguous 
(for example, the undefined notion of 
“negative implications”). It also lacked 
important aspects. Privacy of users of these 
apps is not covered by this proposal even 
though it is an important issue regarding 
language applications (BEN1, MEX4). 
Participants also emphasized the need to 
understand the impact of AI on languages. 
Languages are not static and evolve in 
real time. The fact that AI technology is 
bidirectional (AI systems evolve with users’ 
data) will have an impact on the evolution 
of languages (MEX4). It is important to 
study this impact as “AI should not distort 
languages”(BEN1). AI applications in 

languages should also include slang and 
cultural varieties of human speech (MEX4). 
Workshop MEX4 recommended asking every 
State to write specific guidelines for their 
own contexts (their languages and cultural 
aspects). 

While discussing who should be the actors 
in charge of enforcing this proposal, the 
group in Benin specified it should be a 
collaboration between local States and 
“griots,” people who officiate as traditional 
communicators in West Africa and 
whose participation in the preservation 
of languages   and cultures was deemed 
essential. 

This contribution highlights that countries 
have particular cultural contexts that  
cannot be addressed by one single type  
of governance. 
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Proposal 65
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should work to assess and 
reduce the environmental impact of AI 
systems, including, but not limited to, its 
carbon footprint. They should also introduce 
incentives to advance ethical AI-powered 
environmental solutions and facilitate 
their adoption in different contexts. Some 
examples include using AI to:

a. Accelerate the protection, monitoring  
and management of natural resources.

b. Support the prevention, control  
and management of climate-related 
problems.

c. Support a more efficient and sustainable 
food ecosystem.

d. Accelerate the access to and mass 
adoption of green energy.

In a general manner, participants 
consistently commented on the need for 
more information and guidance about the 
environmental impacts of AI. DEL3 insisted 
that Proposal 65 was “too vague [and] too 
general.” BEL2 had the same comment, and 
deplored that the proposal did not offer 

much guidance. They had the impression 
that Proposal 65 left it up to Member States 
to just “figure it out” on their own.

MEX1 stressed that Proposal 65 should 
assign clear responsibility to specific 
actors like governments of Member 
States and corporations to manage 
the environmental impacts of AI. In 
addition, responsibilities should be clearly 
delimited and there should be non-trivial 
consequences for failing to assume one’s 
responsibilities. This would also help 
highlight the unequal dynamic between 
richer and poorer countries, where the 
former exploit the material resources  
of the latter to build AI systems.

Participants from DEL3 and URU1 
suggested that a link could be made 
between Proposal 65 and some of the 
United Nations’ 17 Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs). In particular, DEL3 highlighted 
that the “Quality Education”8 SDG should be 
included to encourage better knowledge 
and education around the environmental 
impacts of the entire AI lifecycle. Too many 
people are still unaware of how the Internet, 
data storage and AI systems, among others, 
contribute to the environmental crisis. 
This lack of knowledge and education on 
the environmental impact of technologies 
(such as AI and the Internet) was also raised 
by MEX1.

DEL3 and CAN10 said that this Proposal 
should require transparency and access to 
information regarding the environmental 
impact of AI. DEL3 felt that Proposal 65 
should not only address the monitoring and 
management of “natural resources, but [of] 
all environmental impact.”

8. Quality Education. (n.d.). United Nations Sustainable Development. Retrieved 15 August 2020, from  
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/education/

AI and the Environment
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After “carbon footprint” in Proposal 65, 
more should be added on making sure it is 
traceable and verifiable, and that the entity 
responsible for the carbon footprint has to 
address it, according to DEL3. Instead of 
talking about “access and mass adoption 
of green energy,” DEL3 said that Proposal 
65 should instead mention “accelerating 
the transition to a low-carbon economy.” 
On this topic, BEL2 said that moving too 
rapidly toward green energy would cause 
a significant rise in carbon emissions. 
After “different contexts,” DEL3 suggested 
adding examples of specific contexts that 
may be addressed by Proposal 65, like “data, 
multisector and societal-cultural” contexts. 
DEL3 also requested that the term 
“sustainability” be clarified for Proposal 65. 
As for assessing the environmental impact 
of AI, DEL3 said that a time scale was 
crucial to proper assessment, and insisted 
that having the right data was necessary 
before even beginning assessment.

DEL2 and BEL2 suggested that 
UNESCO create at least two proposals 
on AI and the environment within its 
updated Recommendation. One of 
these two proposals should address the 
environmental harm caused by AI. This 
point needs to be more detailed in the 
Recommendation. More information should 
be added regarding the different types of 
AI applications, as not all have the same 
environmental impact. More detail should 
also be provided in terms of the kinds of 
environmental harm that emanate from 
AI systems and applications. Participants 
from DEL2 highlighted the dire lack of 
awareness around the environmental 
impact of AI systems, both with regard to 
the hardware that supports them and the 
energy required to run the software.

The second proposal should address ways 
in which AI can help us fight the current 
climate crisis. Participants in MEX1 
acknowledged that AI can, for example, 
allow us to see certain patterns, trends 
and information that would otherwise be 
inaccessible (while also making clear that 
AI is in many ways in opposition to the 
environment). It was suggested during 
DEL9 that the Recommendation was 
lacking information on how to identify, 
learn about, and implement nature-
based solutions with the help of AI. With 
regard to this, BEL2 emphasized that 
high tech methods, like AI, should not be 
our first choice in the fight against the 
environmental crisis. Low tech measures, 
like collecting rainwater for many 
household uses or making sure one’s house 
is properly insulated, for instance, should 
be privileged, as these solutions require 
fewer resources than using AI systems to 
achieve the same goals (saving water and 
reducing energy consumption). 

Participants in MEX1 and DEL3 pointed 
out that the Recommendation should 
acknowledge that certain populations 
are and will continue to be more affected 
by the climate crisis, especially poorer 
populations in the global south. MEX1 also 
brought to light that inequalities in terms 
of who is affected by the environmental 
crisis is related to the disproportional 
impact some countries have on the 
environment, not only within their borders, 
but worldwide. DEL11 noted that Proposal 
65 was insufficient as it does not mention 
Indigenous territories or sovereignty.

MEX1 denounced the anthropocentric 
vision of the environment presented in 
the Recommendation, and commented on 
the absence of the rights of other living 
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species and the rights of nature within 
the Recommendation. In light of this, the 
Recommendation could be strengthened 
if a more ecocentric perspective was 
taken with regard to the environmental 
impacts of AI. There was also mention 
during DEL11 of “an Indigenous-inspired 
ecosystem-centred design (human 
mediated but not human centred).” This 
is also a crucial perspective in terms of 
shifting the Recommendation away from 
an anthropocentric standpoint toward a 
perspective that is more inclusive of all life.

Participants from DEL11 also noted that 
even when AI is used to fight climate 
change or manage land, it is still being done 
through a colonial way of thinking as “many 
groups are looking at this from a purely 
scientific modality and not accounting for 
everything that is being said by Indigenous 
folks.”

A delibinar with kids and young teens 
in Canada (CAN10) assembled a list of 
proposals regarding how Indigenous 
peoples and their land should be treated 
and considered in the fight against the 
environmental crisis. Each proposal comes 
from a different young person who was 
part of the deliberation. They were made 
in the context of a deliberation held in 
collaboration with Kids Code Jeunesse  
on the environmental impact of AI.

CAN10 - PARTICIPANTS’ PROPOSALS: 
TERRITORIAL JUSTICE AND MANAGING 
RARE RESSOURCES

A right to make decisions regarding one’s 
territory and to manage the resources on 
that territory. Prioritize the voice of the 
peoples who own the resources.

Public policy: if the government decides 
that a territory is one where it can exploit 
resources, Indigenous peoples must have 
a say in the process. When communicating 
with First Nations peoples on this matter,  
we should seek their consent and respect 
their decision if they say “no” to the use  
of their resources.

First Nations people should have a greater 
voice and be the decision makers at the  
end of the process for the management 
of their territory. Representatives of First 
Nations peoples must have the final say in 
the management of the resources present  
in their territories.

The last option should be to use the 
resources of Indigenous peoples. Take all 
possible options not to use the resources  
of Indigenous peoples.

Do not use resources in territories inhabited 
by Indigenous peoples. Create ethical AI 
systems with resources that come from 
other territories. Resources used to build AI 
systems that fight against climate change 
cannot come from unceded territories.

Although there may be resources on 
Indigenous territories, we should leave 
Indigenous peoples alone and not go after 
their resources.

Indigenous peoples’ territories must not be 
affected in the process of the fight against 
climate change.
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Action Goal III: Capacity 
Building for AI Ethics

Key Messages
 h General awareness about AI impacts, 

risks and opportunities is important 
in itself but also in terms of what 
constitutes meaningful consent to  
the use of AI.

 h While some participants shared their 
agreement toward encouraging the 
use of AI in educational settings, as 
Proposal 71 suggests, many shared 
their concerns about this particular  
AI use.

 h Students’ data should be erased 
by default, limiting the negative 
implications of potential misuse. 

 h Emotional and social aspects are 
important in the teacher-student 
relationship and should be considered 
when discussing implementing  
AI in education.  

 h Use of AI in education risks increasing 
inequalities between students. 

 h A holistic view on AI issues demands 
awareness about other issues related 
to AI impacts.

 h It is important that AI development 
skills are available to women, 
Indigenous people and other groups 
(issue discussed in Policy Actions 5  
and 6). 

 h AI researchers should be trained in 
research ethics and include ethical 
considerations in their research. 

 h Access to data for scientific national 
research should be encouraged while 
not losing sight of the related privacy 
issues. 

Policy Action 5: Promoting 
AI Ethics Education & 
Awareness
There were many contributions on the 
broad theme of AI and education that 
can be separated into four aspects: AI in 
education settings, general awareness 
about AI impacts, awareness about issues 
related to AI impacts and education for  
AI development. 

AI in Education
Several participants considered that 
there are benefits to AI in education 
(LIB1, DEL7, Radio programs - DEL7, CHI1, 
CAMPIA2, IND2, JAM2). Some of them said 
AI could adapt to students’ specific needs 
& preferences, customizing students’ 
learning paths. This was considered to be 
a factor of inclusivity, especially in relation 
to students with disabilities. It was also felt 
that AI could give teachers more time for 
creative tasks. 

The main problem with AI in education 
highlighted by participants (all regions 
except Europe), was regarding the 
emotional and social aspect (CAN5, CAN6, 
GHA1, CAN4, LIB1, IND2, CHI1, DEL1, JAM2, 
ECU2, DEL6). The school is seen as a 
place where children can have the social 
interactions that are so important for their 
personal development and well-being. 
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Emotional and social intelligence are 
important for children. It was stressed that 
teachers do far more than just “teaching” 
school subjects. They show empathy 
and care for students, and can detect 
social cues and contexts, such as family 
violence or other issues that need active 
intervention. 

FEMINIST WORKSHOP ON EDUCATION 
(CAN4)

This is a summary of some of the elements 
of the feminist workshop held in Canada. 

> The teacher is a role model. The 
teacher plays a very important role in 
the human, emotional and social life of 
the student:“It is reductive, this idea 
that the teacher-student relationship 
is only limited to learning when the 
school can offer emotional support, just 
like supplementing the education that 
children receive at home or sometimes 
offering this support when children find 
themselves in difficult situations  
at school or at home.”

> Beyond the role of the teacher, 
emphasis was placed on the school as 
an emancipating institution, creating 
autonomy and socialization: “We lose the 
relationship aspect which in my opinion 
is the primary objective of education, is 
to teach the student to live. And living 
is about building trusting relationships 
with others around you.”

> The school is perceived as a place where 
care practices are transmitted. The 
teacher can inspire caring behaviours in 
the students: caring for others, caring 
for the classroom and its environment, 
caring for friendships and connections 
at school. The school must continue  
to be the place of care, as a whole. 

> The standard for the right to digital 
oblivion should be set at age 18. In 
other words, every 18-year-old should 
be able to be “forgotten” and erase all 
data accumulated since birth - a system 
similar to the erasure of criminal records 
in some countries. 

YOUTH CONSULTATION - CAMPIA1 

During two workshops with young people 
aged 11 to 15 on the topic of education,  
it was reported that: 

> AI can have a very promising role  
in customizing content and adapting  
the pedagogy

> Some participants believed AI in 
education could be a really good thing  
in terms of adapting to students’ specific 
needs and offering better availability 
(CAMPIA1).

> The need for human interactions and 
also the attachment to the human figure 
of the teacher are important (CAMPIA1).

> Those aspects are even more important 
at a younger age. AI should therefore 
not be used for children in elementary 
school (CAMPIA1).

> On the matter of the digital divide 
and education, “States should set 
up large-scale communication and 
research networks in public schools 
and universities that cover remote 
geographic areas” (Radio Programs - 
DEL7).
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Other issues were also raised. Participants 
(CAN4, DEL7, GHA1, IND2) said AI could 
increase the digital divide and inequalities 
between students, which could result in 
discrimination against some students. 
Privileged students could become even 
more privileged at the expense of other 
students (CAN4). AI could make the 
inclusivity problem worse, especially for 
children with special needs or different 
languages and/or backgrounds (DEL6). In 
addition, many participants found students’ 
data raised many concerns (cybersecurity, 
consent issues at a young age, the right 
of children to privacy, harmful impacts on 
their future employment opportunities, 
etc.). 

Some participants, in (CAN4 and DEL6) 
believed UNESCO should not necessarily 
promote AI in education settings. For 
example, it was stressed that teachers with 
the right resources could provide more 
personalized and accommodating teaching 
than AI, such as being more inclusive with 
children with disabilities. Some felt it was 
looking “for opportunities to apply AI just 
for the sake of applying AI rather than to 
make education more inclusive” (CAN4).

General Awareness on AI 
Impacts
Contributions from CAN2, PIL0, DEL7, 
MEX1, DEL3, THA1, URU1, URU2, and DEL6 
highlighted the need to raise awareness 
about AI impacts: “Most are unaware, let 
alone understand, how AI operates today, 
nor how it is infiltrating or influencing 
every aspect of human life today” (CAN2). 
While participants did not refer explicitly 
to paragraph 70 of the proposal, which 
touches on this matter, they indirectly 

highlighted its importance. While one group 
in North America (PIL0) said awareness 
and education could help “avoid mistrust 
of AI,” the other contributions were more 
in terms of the importance of knowing AI 
risks and issues. Participants of THA1 said 
this type of education was required before 
meaningful consent could be given. In the 
radio programs organized by the Rabat 
Office for UNESCO (DEL7), participants 
highlighted that these AI awareness efforts 
should be available to young people from 
disadvantaged and vulnerable areas. On 
a more specific note, awareness of AI 
impacts on the environment was also 
highlighted as being important (MEX1, 
DEL3). 

Awareness on Issues Related to AI
Participants drew conclusions about AI and 
the environment and AI and disinformation, 
not necessarily about AI itself. Awareness 
and education on fact checking and 
being able to detect disinformation was a 
priority to counter AI being used as a way 
of spreading disinformation (CAMPIA1, 
ECU1). Education on climate change and 
environmental issues was also mentioned 
in that context (MEX1, DEL3). This highlights 
that the issues related to AI must be seen 
in a holistic way, interconnected to other 
concerns.

Education for AI Development 
The few points highlighted on capacity 
building were made especially with regard 
to inclusivity. DEL4 considered that 
the “UNESCO Draft should investigate 
Policy Action 5 more to yield some better 
concretized proposals regarding capacity 
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building.” People from economically 
disadvantaged backgrounds should be 
able to access the development of these 
technologies (Radio Programs- DEL7). The 
need to train Indigenous populations was 
also highlighted (MEX4). 

The brain drain issue was also raised. Young 
Maghrebi participants, who suggested that 
“appropriate conditions be offered to young 
people to avoid brain drain and allow them 
to contribute to the creation of wealth 
locally” (Radio Programs- DEL7). In addition, 
these young participants proposed that 
“interconnected centres for scientific 
excellence be created within universities 
in the Maghreb region.” This would help 
develop local AI talent, a very important 
concern for participants. 

Proposal 71
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should encourage research 
initiatives on the use of AI in teaching, 
teacher training and e-learning, among other 
topics, in a way that enhances opportunities 
and mitigates the challenges and risks 
associated with these technologies. This 
should always be accompanied by an 
adequate impact assessment of the quality 
of education and impact on students and 
teachers of the use of AI and ensure that  
AI empowers and enhances the experience 
for both groups.

While almost all workshops considered the 
paragraph relevant and four groups were in 
general agreement with it, most considered 
it ambiguous, too broad and too vague.  
The notions of “enhanc[ing] the experience” 
and of “enhanc[ing] opportunities and 
mitigat[ing] challenges” in the paragraph 
were also seen as unclear. 

Participants from DEL7 suggested changing 
“encourage” to “undertake to encourage.” 
Workshop GHA1 considered that while 
politically it made sense, the proposal 
gave too much leeway. Some participants 
felt it was not clear who the stakeholders 
were (governments, companies, students, 
teachers, society in general?) (DEL1) and 
CAN5 & CAN6 suggested changing “Member 
States” by “all entities involved.”

Participants found there was no importance 
given to the emotional and social aspects 
of education (aforementioned) and felt it 
was important that the proposal take those 
aspects into account. It was similarly found 
that Proposal 71 did not address data issues. 
Participants in DEL1 found that the proposal 
would be “more applicable if mentioned 
limitations of how data is collected, used, 
and stored.” A participant in DEL7 also 
emphasized the need for a word on data 
and said a certification mechanism should 
be included in the proposal :“For example, 
the IEEE P7004 standard defines specific 
methodologies to help users certify their 
approach to accessing, collecting, storing, 
using, sharing and destroying data relating 
to children and students”. 

LIB1 recommended that the proposal 
“should be broken down according to 
subject, age and type of education/ 
Education touches all subject, ages, 
medium so guidelines need to be 
customized.” 
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FEMINIST WORKSHOP CAN11 ON 
PROPOSAL 73 

Distinguish the needs of each community. 
Not all marginalized communities should be 
homogenized. Distinguish between women, 
racialized communities and people with 
disabilities.

Delegation to local structures. 
Decentralization and delegation of tasks to 
more local structures that understand the 
real needs of communities on the ground. 

Clarify terminology. Clarify what 
programs they are talking about in the 
recommendation, what are the desired 
outcomes, etc. 

Spread good practice among Member 
States. Pass on good practices and initiate 
a global movement for inclusion. 

AI education through the humanities and 
social sciences. Understanding the ethical 
issues of AI must be achieved through 
the use of these sciences. The ethical 
component of AI must go hand in hand  
with AI education. 

Proposal 76
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States and private companies 
should facilitate access to data for research 
for the scientific community at the national 
level where possible to promote the capacity 
of the scientific community, particularly in 
developing countries. This access should not 
be at the expense of citizens’ privacy.

Policy Action 6: Promoting 
AI Ethics Research
Regarding Policy Action 6, two workshops 
in Asia (THA1, IND4) analyzed Proposal 76 
in detail. Various deliberations touched 
upon it briefly. In relation to Proposal 75 
on ensuring AI researchers are trained 
in research ethics and include ethical 
considerations in their developments, 
the importance of teaching ethics to AI 
researchers was highlighted by URU1. Also, 
participants in the AI global deliberation 
(DEL5) recommended adding at the end 
“how AI systems are built, and what ethical 
challenges and trade-offs have been 
considered and addressed.” In relation to 
Proposal 77, DEL3 considered it important 
to include women in AI development, which 
is a point that was also raised by several 
other participants (See section on Policy 
Action 1).
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Both the THA1 and IND4 workshops saw 
a positive side in aiding local research 
and the scientific community in terms of 
access to data. Criticism of the proposal 
came mainly in terms of the privacy aspect. 
Participants felt the proposal was not 
clear enough on privacy: “Is it enough to 
speak of not making scientific progress 
at the expense of the individual’s privacy? 
Concepts of privacy and how much of it 
may in fact be sacrificed for the greater 
good may vary greatly over time and space 
and has to be further specified” (THA1). 

Participants in THA1 considered that the 
proposal did not take account of shifts 
in power (such as coups d’état) and the 
potential negative impacts such political 
changes can bring if data is centralized. 
Participants seem to have linked the 
proposal of national access to data to the 
issue of data centralization.   

Some participants were puzzled by the 
pointed reference to developing countries 
in this proposal, in conjunction with the 
immediate remark about citizens’ privacy in 
the subsequent sentence. Read together, 
some felt that the proposal “could be 
construed as creating a system for global 
industry to sponsor local agencies and 
research institutions whom citizens trust, 
but in such a way as to eventually benefit 
the global industry or North countries” 
(IND4). 

Action Goal IV: 
Development and 
International Cooperation

Key Messages
 h Participants from the Global 

South stressed the importance of 
international cooperation in order to 
reduce inequalities between countries 
regarding AI development. 

 h Many countries in the Global South 
face issues that complicate the 
development of AI and the applicability 
of ethical norms. 

 h These differential issues as well 
as cultural diversity highlight the 
importance of contextualisation of 
norms, adapting the rules to the social, 
political and economic situations of 
specific countries. 

 h Power relationships and structural 
inequalities between nations and 
industry, often the result of historical 
injustices, should be taken into account 
and should not be reinforced behind the 
veil of international cooperation. 
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Policy Action 7: Promoting 
Ethical Use of AI in 
Development &
Policy Action 8: Promoting 
International Cooperation 
on AI Ethics
With specific exceptions (presented at the 
end of this section), contributions on the 
theme of this action goal do not exclusively 
fall into Policy Action 7 (Promoting Ethical 
Use of AI in Development) or Policy Action 
8 (Promoting International Cooperation 
on AI Ethics). Given the close similarities 
between these two policy actions, both 
related to international cooperation 
and international relations, the main 
contributions of participants (Asia, Africa, 
Latin America and Arab countries) can be 
generally summarized around three main 
topics. 

Regarding the agreement on the 
importance of international cooperation, 
participants stressed the importance 
of promoting AI research cooperation 
and dissemination between nations and 
strengthening international action in 
support of research and innovation in the 
Global South. Young participants in the 
Arab region (Radio programs - DEL7) also 
mentioned the importance of developing  
“IT and AI support programs for the benefit 
of underdeveloped countries to catch up 
with developed countries.” 

This international cooperation does not 
negate the importance of adapting (and 
appropriating) the proposals and norms 
to the specific countries’ needs and 
situations, especially for countries in the 
Global South (GHA1, DEL4, DEL7, MEX1, 
ECU2, IND4, IND1). This is accompanied 

by an understanding that not all States 
will follow one path in AI development and 
apply rules in the same timeframe (ECU2). 
Several factors explaining the difficulties 
of countries in the Global South were 
noted, such as unavailability of sufficiently 
trained human resources, cost implications 
and technical resources, weaker 
implementation of policies and provisions 
in general, corruption issues, non-
compliance with the law, poverty issues 
and survival mode of some populations, 
etc. A caution against a universalization of 
norms was shared among groups: “Western 
standards in AI ethics must not obscure 
ethical standards that are not Western or 
traditional or hinder the development of the 
latter simply because they are dominant” 
(DEL4).

Five groups of participants (MEX2, IND4, 
SEN1, MEX1, DEL11) emphasised that there 
are still significant inequalities between 
countries and industry actors. Historical 
and present systems of colonization, 
systemic exploitation and their corollaries 
are not addressed by UNESCO’S Draft 
Recommendation (DEL11). However, as 
participants in MEX1 said: “It’s important 
to talk about the fact that while some 
people enjoy the benefits of AI, others pay 
for these advancements.” Participants in 
MEX2 considered it important to address 
the common lack of accountability of 
companies (multinationals) based in 
industrialized countries but operating in the 
Global South. Often, these companies tend 
to not be accountable since they are not 
legal subjects of the country per se and are 
often at an advantageous position facing 
Global South States. In IND4, participants 
also mentioned a negative impact of 
cooperation: economically advantaged 
nations and their industries “may not return 
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sufficient value back to the developing 
nations based on whose data they 
create new procedures or technologies.” 
Therefore, it is important to stay critical  
of superficial international cooperation 
that would end up benefiting only those 
already in power. 

Proposals 80, 81 and 83
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

80. Member States and private companies 
should facilitate access to data for research 
for the scientific community at the national 
level where possible to promote the capacity 
of the scientific community, particularly in 
developing countries. This access should not 
be at the expense of citizens’ privacy.

81. Member States and international 
organizations should strive to provide 
platforms for international cooperation on  
AI for development, including by contributing 
expertise, funding, data, domain knowledge, 
infrastructure, and facilitating workshops 
between technical and business experts to 
tackle challenging development problems, 
especially for LMICs and LDCs.

83. Member States should work through 
international organizations and research 
institutions to conduct AI ethics research. 
Both public and private entities should ensure 
that algorithms and data used in a wide 
array of AI areas – from policing and criminal 
justice to employment, health and education 

– are applied equally and fairly, including 
investigations into what sorts of equality and 
fairness are appropriate in different cultures 
and contexts, and exploring how to match 
those to technically feasible solutions

The only contribution on this policy goal 
that does not come from the Global South is 
from the deliberation carried out by AI Global 
(DELI5), in which the participants suggested 
an addition to Proposal 80: concerning the 
areas of development, access to financial 
services should be added. 

For Proposal 81, workshop MEX4 thought 
it was important to use more stringent 
terminology. Instead of words like “should 
strive,” there should be a more specific and 
engaging call to action, such as “should 
establish” or “should implement.” It was also 
deemed important to say that international 
cooperation platforms should be coalitions 
that include civil society. 

Regarding Proposal 83, young participants 
from DEL9 said that in the health sector 
we should go beyond the principle of 
equality and aim for a principle of equity 
and justice. Member States should also pay 
attention to the management of biometric 
data specifically for the most vulnerable 
communities: refugees, stateless people, 
migrants, Indigenous people, people with 
disabilities, etc. We should also promote 
care practices in health care: empathy, 
connections beyond the service provided 
by a doctor. The doctor is not just there to 
make a diagnosis, which AI could do. The 
doctor provides emotional and relational 
care, which is impossible for AI. In the case 
of mental health, AI should be accompanied 
by a human emotional practice.
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Action Goal V: 
Governance for AI Ethics

Key Messages
 h The Recommendation must define 

who exactly the “AI actors” are and 
what each type of actor’s roles and 
responsibilities are.

 h AI governance should not only fall on 
national governments. International 
entities like UNESCO or the United 
Nations more broadly have a role to 
play, as do “independent third parties.”

 h The way the Recommendation aims 
to be inclusive of all individuals and 
peoples with respect to AI governance 
can be condescending, and further 
entrench the idea that some groups or 
individuals are deviant.

 h The Recommendation should include 
detailed guidelines on a process or 
mechanism for appealing a decision 
made by an AI system.

 h Explainability and transparency 
are key to trustworthy AI. The 
Recommendation should expand on 
both, and the concept of explainability 
should perhaps be revised.

 h Transparency and communication of 
information related to AI systems (their 
use, their internal mechanisms and 
data use) as well as information about 
redress mechanisms is considered 
essential for responsibility and 
accountability. 

 h Constant impact evaluations of AI 
systems is key, and these evaluations 

should also be transparent and open  
to the public. 

 h Legal frameworks addressing liability  
in relation to AI harms should be strong, 
clear and detailed. 

 h In general, a lack of specificity 
regarding scenarios and details of the 
different responsibilities of AI actors 
undermines accountability.

 h With respect to privacy, the 
Recommendation should propose 
clear sanctions for violating the right 
to privacy and use more stringent 
language when it comes to Member 
States’ responsibilities.

 h Individuals and communities should 
be the owners of their data and have 
meaningful control over it. 
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Proposal 86
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should ensure that any  
AI governance mechanism is:

a. Inclusive: invites and encourages 
participation of representatives of 
indigenous communities, women, 
young and elderly people, people with 
disabilities, and other minority and 
underrepresented groups.

b. Transparent: accepts oversight from 
relevant national structures or trusted 
third-parties. For the media, this could 
be a cross-sectoral taskforce that 
fact-checks sources; for technology 
companies, this could be external audits 
of design, deployment and internal audit 
processes; for Member States, this could 
be reviews [sic] by human rights forums.

c. Multidisciplinary: any issue should be 
viewed in a holistic way and not only from 
the technological point of view.

d. Multilateral: international agreements 
should be established to mitigate and 
redress any harm that can appear in 
a country caused by a company or 
user based in another. This does not 
negate different countries and regions 
developing their own rules as appropriate 
to their cultures.

GLOBAL CONSULTATION WITH 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES (DEL11): 

Jeff Doctor (on subsection a) of Proposal 
86: “This statement sounds like liberal 
“diversity” talk which is very problematic. 
It reifies white supremacy by centering 
white cis hetero euro /eurodecended men 
as the norm and lumps all other forms of 
humanity together like they are deviant 
under the term “diverse.” In other words, 
by “including” or “inviting” these “others” 
“we” are somehow doing “good” (I like 
scare quotes because it puts a pause on 
things to challenge words and phrases 
folks take for granted). When this kind of 
logic is perpetuated, organizations can 
use this kind of blanket statement in their 
metrics to show that they are “diverse” 
which strengthens their social licence to 
operate. It’s quite insidious as it still hides 
their complicity in white supremacy.” 
Jeff Doctor: “Put simply, businesses and 
organizations tend to lump in white cis 
women under the category of “diversity,” 
but doing so risks entrenching white 
supremacy because the overall power 
structure remains the same.”

GLOBAL YOUTH CONSULTATION (DEL9) 

Bushra Ebadi: “Marginalized individuals and 
communities should not simply be “invited” 
to these processes; instead they should 
be leading and co-developing the ethical 
principles and standards, since they are the 
ones who are most impacted as a result of 
their experiences of marginalization and 
inequitable power dynamics.”

Policy Action 9:  
Establishing Governance 
Mechanisms for AI Ethics
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These contributions radically upend 
the approach taken by UNESCO in this 
Recommendation and by many participants 
during the consultation process. It invites, 
at the very least, significant reflection 
regarding the approach taken and the 
definition of “inclusivity.”

Policy Action 9 should establish governance 
mechanisms not for AI ethics organizations, 
but for AI professionals and practitioners, 
which could go as follows: 

1. Understanding how AI and particularly 
ML algorithms, techniques and 
methodologies are designed, developed, 
optimized and applied at scale to achieve 
business objectives; 

2. Can select and use appropriate statistical 
methods for sampling, distribution 
assessment, bias and error; 

3. Understands AI and particularly ML 
problem-structuring methods and 
can evaluate which method is most 
appropriate for business needs; 

4. Applies rigorous scientific methodologies 
through experimental design, exploratory 
modelling and hypothesis testing to reach 
robust conclusions and can explain how 
those are reached to internal and external 
stakeholders.

The topic of data governance was 
rarely discussed directly. Instead, data 
management was mostly brought up 
in the context of the right to privacy. 
Nevertheless, IND2 suggested that “an 
international mechanism with member 
states, civil society, industry, stakeholders 
on an equal footing is required for 
custodianship of [...] data. This body 

should not be purely intergovernmental 
but a hybrid that collectively decides 
and designs the management rules of 
[individuals’] data.” Participants from DEL11 
also raised concerns about indigenous data 
management, and denounced that “Canada 
holds a monopoly on Indigenous data as it’s 
operating as an occupying force” and that 
“Indigenous data sovereignty is illegal in 
settler states like Canada.” It is also clear 
that data ownership from an Indigenous 
perspective is focused on a collective claim 
as opposed to the more commonplace 
individual claim to have one’s data rights 
respected.

It is important to note that the proposals 
under Policy Action 9 were hardly 
discussed directly during the deliberations 
or delibinars. However, the topic of AI 
governance, and suggestions concerning 
which structures or entities should be 
responsible for enforcing regulations 
relevant to AI systems, arose throughout 
almost all discussions, regardless of 
whether they focused on trustworthy AI, 
the use of AI to recruit candidates for a job, 
or education and AI.

The question concerning the identity of 
the “AI actors” arose repeatedly during 
deliberations (IND3, CAN1, CAN11 and 
MEX5). Participants asked for greater 
precision about the roles these AI actors 
play. DEL5 suggested making clear that AI 
actors include “commercial organizations/
businesses.” CAN11, CAN5 and CAN6 
emphasized the importance of having 
diverse AI actors. Explaining in greater 
detail who the AI actors are would improve 
the clarity of the present Recommendation.

Participants from all over the world made 
it clear that national-level legislation was 
necessary (BRE2, SUI1-2, CHI1),  
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but not sufficient to ensure AI is created 
and implemented ethically (THA1, CAN1, 
IND3, ECU1, BEN1, IND2, PIL0, INO1, DEL2). 
Participants drew a parallel with the Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) of the United 
States, suggesting a similar regulatory 
instance for AI systems that could perform 
audits and only approve AI systems that 
are safe for the public (DEL8). While there 
are some important differences between 
regulating food and drugs and regulating 
AI systems, the general idea of a national 
regulatory body remains a fruitful addition 
to the discourse around AI governance.

In addition, this legislation should be 
binding, enforceable, and define clear 
consequences for when a violation occurs 
(DEL2). Some participants felt that the 
Recommendation was often too imprecise 
or too tame to fulfill a regulatory purpose 
(SEN1, BUR1). However, some said it was 
to be expected that the Recommendation 
be somewhat imprecise as it was meant to 
guide legislation for many Member States.

Private companies and corporations, 
businesses and other entities driven 
by profit are also overwhelmingly 
untrustworthy in the eyes of participants. 
Those entities cannot be trusted to  
self-regulate (CAN1, INO1, IND1).

The possibility of creating an international 
organization or asking an existing 
international organization to intervene 
arose many times. UNESCO was mentioned 
once as a possible entity that could fulfill 
this role during LIB1, and two groups 
suggested the United Nations (GHA1, 
ECU2). With regard to regulating the use 
of AI for recruitment, the United Nations 
International Labour Organization was 
mentioned by one group as an entity that 
could enforce regulations (CAN1).

The idea of an “independent third party” 
came up repeatedly (CAN1, CAN5, CAN6, 
MEX2, GHA1). This independent third party, 
participants believed, could intervene in 
the auditing process of AI systems as well 
as the more general ethical governance  
of AI.

In numerous cases, both the need for 
international oversight and for the 
involvement of an independent entity 
is motivated by a distrust of one’s own 
government or of other governments in 
relation to protecting individuals from harm 
because of AI (IND1, DEL3, DEL4, MEX2). 
Specifically, URU1 and ECU1, highlighted 
the need for AI governance that is local and 
specific to Latin America, and highlighted 
a tension between their local needs with 
regard to regulating ethical AI and the 
global view of AI governance.

GLOBAL CONSULTATION WITH 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES (DEL11):

Participants made it clear that inclusive 
work in AI ethics required working with 
Indigenous peoples on the matter, and not 
simply with a few individuals.

Thomas Johnson: “Relationships are 
important, and it should be up to each 
Indigenous group what they will use AI for.”

Maui Hudson: “We have concerns about how 
these principles and this process has been 
put together. UNESCO and other partners 
need to provide space and resources to 
look at the decolonial aspect of AI and 
prioritize indigenizing AI.”
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SUI1-2, CAN9 and MEX2 mentioned,  
in a general manner, the importance of 
ensuring that citizens have their say in the 
governance process, whether directly or 
through their government representatives. 
CAN2, SUI1-2, DEL1 and DEL6 said that 
governance needed to be driven by a 
multidisciplinary team of individuals.

Discussions surrounding appropriate 
retribution and redress caused by AI 
systems were scarce, as participants 
were more interested in discussing and 
attempting to define the necessary step 
that comes prior to retribution and redress: 
a way of contesting decisions and results 
made by and obtained through AI systems. 

Participants from CAN1, PIL0, CAN9 and 
IND3 highlighted the need for a reliable and 
fair process that would allow individuals to 
contest a result or decision made by an AI 
system, whether for candidate recruitment, 
a medical diagnosis, or anything else. While 
the Recommendation does broadly mention 
the importance of a process that allows 
individuals to appeal an AI system’s results, 
participants were clearly eager for much 
more detailed proposals on the specifics  
of building this process and having it 
function well.

Some participants were concerned about 
inefficiencies and corruption derailing the 
appeal process. There were concerns about 
whether the appeal would find its way to 
the proper agency or employee, as well 
as worries about government or business 
organizations’ cultures allowing dissent  
and contestation to be crushed (CAN1).

 

Proposal 91
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should work on setting clear 
requirements for AI system transparency  
and explainability based on:

a. Application domain: some sectors such 
as law enforcement, security, education 
and healthcare, are likely to have a higher 
need for transparency and explainability 
than others.

b. Target audience: the level of information 
about an AI system’s algorithms and 
outcome and the form of explanation 
required may vary depending on who are 
requesting the explanation, for example: 
users, domain experts, developers, etc.

c. Feasibility: many AI algorithms are still 
not explainable; for others, explainability 
adds a significant implementation 
overhead. Until full explainability is 
technically possible with minimal impact 
on functionality, there will be a trade-off 
between the accuracy/quality of a system 
and its level of explainability.

Policy Action 10:  
Ensuring Trustworthiness  
of AI Systems
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Participants were generally in accord 
with explainability and transparency 
(understood very generally) being essential 
to ensuring that AI systems are trustworthy. 
Nevertheless, deliberations were rich with 
comments pertaining to the specifics  
of explainability and transparency.

DEL4 and IND1 pointed out that there is 
no consensus regarding the definition of 
explainability in the field of AI, and that 
explainability can have different meanings. 
It can be used to refer to explaining the 
exact process through which an AI system 
arrived at a result, or it can designate 
how AI systems generally work at a much 
broader level (e.g. they require copious 
amounts of data, they rely on complex 
algorithms, etc.). Explainability also leaves 
open the question of to whom AI systems 
must be explainable. If the answer is 
citizens or the public in general, this raises 
many further questions. How do we address 
the fact that not all people have the same 
basis of knowledge regarding AI? Or the 
same threshold for when something has 
been sufficiently explained? What about 
language barriers?

One person from DEL2 suggested 
using the term “understandability” 
over “explainability.” Opting for 
“understandability” in the context of the 
Recommendation would, first, allow it to 
be clearly distinguished from algorithmic 
explainability, and give understandability 
a clear and distinct definition that 
avoids the ambiguities already present 
in “explainability.” In addition, and most 
importantly, “understandability” never 
fails to centre the agent at the heart of 
the process. Simply put, one can offer an 
explanation, but this in no way guarantees 
a better understanding. Understandability 

also helps address concerns about the 
accessibility of information on AI with 
regard to the varying levels of knowledge 
and ability of individuals worldwide. By 
using “understandability” and centring 
this hypothetical agent, explanations and 
information regarding AI are more likely 
to have the intended effect: increase 
understanding of AI systems and, 
simultaneously, trust..

Participants from CAN1, BRE4, MEX4 
and MEX5 pointed out that algorithmic 
explainability for AI systems is not always 
possible. That is to say, explaining in detail 
how a specific AI system came to a specific 
conclusion about whether candidate A 
should be hired, for example, may currently 
be unachievable due to the overwhelming 
complexity of operations performed by the 
AI system. The above issues are all reasons 
why the notion of explainability may need 
to be better defined by UNESCO in its 
Recommendation, or it may even need to be 
revised and replaced by another concept.

One participant in DEL4 highlighted an 
important tradeoff if the aim of UNESCO’s 
Recommendation is to push for algorithmic 
explainability. If an AI system were required 
to be explainable at the algorithmic level 
in a majority of cases, the accuracy of 
this system may become compromised. 
The implications of privileging an 
explainable algorithm over an accurate 
one are extremely complex, just like the 
implications of the current preference for 
accuracy over explainability. A participant 
in BRE4 stated that explainability should be 
prioritized over accuracy.

Participants from CAN5, CAN6, THA1 and 
DEL4 made it clear that the transparency 
of AI systems is key to citizens trusting 
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Policy Action 11: 
Ensuring Responsibility, 
Accountability and Privacy

Responsibility  
and Accountability 

While participants dealt with transparency 
in respect to trustworthiness, as described 
above, it was also very much present 
in discussions of responsibility and 
accountability. Participants stressed 
the importance of transparency and of 
facilitating access to information in order  
to be accountable. Communication  
is necessary on many levels. 

First, companies or states using AI systems 
should inform the population on where and 
why these systems are being used (URU1). 
Participants seem to believe that an early 
way of escaping responsibility around the 
use of AI systems is to simply not disclose 
that algorithms are used. 

Second, information about AI systems 
themselves should be communicated  
to the public. It goes without saying that 
such disclosure of information should be 
verified to ensure real transparency. It is 
important to ensure that data is used only 
in the context for which the AI   was designed 
and disclosed (PIL0). Participants felt that 
developers should be required to publish 
basic documentation for each AI system 
(BRE4). There should also be different 
documentations for lay persons and  
for experts. In general, different means  
of communication should be used  
to reach different social groups.  
In relation to the “black box risk,” 

these systems. They also insisted 
that government approval or sanction 
was not sufficient for them to trust 
an AI system. In addition, participants 
highlighted some issues with how 
transparency was defined in the report 
and with applying transparency. IND1 
mentioned that transparency can be easily 
misunderstood, and needs to be defined in 
more detail. The Recommendation could 
be improved by offering a much more 
detailed explanation of what is meant  
by “transparency.”

In LIB1 some emphasized that their trust 
was not directed towards the AI system 
itself, or only partially. Instead, trust could 
only take place if there was a so-called 
“human in the loop” who watched over  
the AI system in question.

A concern participants from PIL0 
mentioned is that too much transparency 
could enable bad actors that may want 
to attack AI systems or use AI to cause 
harm. Transparency can be harmful if it 
falls into the wrong hands. In response 
to this issue, CAN1 suggested taking a 
more targeted approach to transparency, 
where some sectors of society may 
receive varying amounts of details and 
different information depending on what is 
pertinent for each sector to know and the 
risk associated with them possessing the 
information.
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participants (MEX5) mentioned this 
would lead to a lack of explainability that 
could negatively impact justification and 
accountability. AI environmental impact 
should also be disclosed (DEL3) and easy  
to verify, as previously mentioned. 

Third, information should also be 
transparent with regard to the impact 
assessments carried out for the evaluation 
of AI systems (MEX4). In other words,  
the certification mechanisms should  
be transparent. 

Last, information about complaint redress 
mechanisms should be transparent  
and accessible (URU1). 

Another concept crucial for responsibility 
and accountability is the auditing processes 
and impact assessments. MEX4 participants 
highlighted the fact that it is necessary to 
have frequent impact assessment, because 
AI systems are changing constantly.

Participants stressed the need for strong 
and thorough legal frameworks with 
regard to responsibility and liability. The 
attribution problem was addressed, and 
nearly all workshops who commented 
on the question as to whether AI should 
have a legal personality considered that 
it should not (IND2, INO1, URU2, JAM1, 
MEX2). Responsibility should always 
be attributed to human beings, which 
indirectly raises the question of corporate 
responsibility limitations. As one participant 

eloquently put it: “Without clearly defined 
responsibilities, it’s too easy for no one to 
take responsibility” (DEL3). The issue of 
companies evading responsibility through 
legal loopholes was addressed in the 
context of international power imbalances 
(International Cooperation subsection). 
Other participants suggested exploring 
the idea of joint responsibility frameworks 
(IND2). URU1 brought up the need to clarify 
the different roles and responsibilities 
depending on contexts (e.g. when a 
government has contracts with private 
companies to design AI systems). 
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Proposal 94
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should review and adapt, 
as appropriate, regulatory and legal 
frameworks to achieve accountability 
and responsibility for the content and 
outcomes of AI systems at the different 
phases of their lifecycle. Governments 
should introduce liability frameworks 
or clarify the interpretation of existing 
frameworks to make it possible to attribute 
accountability for the decisions and 
behaviour of AI systems. When developing 
regulatory frameworks governments 
should, in particular, take into account 
that responsibility and accountability must 
always lie with a natural or legal person; 
responsibility should not be delegated to  
an AI system, nor should a legal personality  
be given to an AI system.

While all participants agreed on Proposal 
94’s relevance, they often stressed that its 
lack of specificity (and of concreteness) 
does not solve the problem of responsibility 
and accountability (INO1, LIB1, IND2). In 
particular, Proposal 94 “should include 
more details about responsibility during 
the design process and deployment” (LIB1). 
It was found that “not having proper design 
or management guidelines makes it much 
harder to attribute liability later on” (LIB1). 
IND2 echoed that it is “critical to address 

the attribution problem explicitly and 
have regulatory guidelines on explicitly 
mentioning the parties responsible 
for different types of system failure.” 
Participants also suggested the proposal 
should include how often states should 
revise and re-regulate these technologies 
(INO1). 

As previously stressed, IND2, INO1, URU2, 
MEX2 agree with Proposal 94 in attributing 
responsibility to the human actors behind 
the AI systems. CHI1, however, wavered: 
“There are arguments and disagreements 
regarding whether AI should have a legal 
personality.” Participants felt that the 
Member States themselves should decide 
whether AI should have legal personality. 
MEX2 said the proposal should include 
corporate responsibility: “Who can we hold 
responsible? If the programmer is acting 
under instructions the company should  
be held responsible/accountable.”

Other specific recommendations include 
adding something on redress mechanisms 
(INO1) and adding the words “whether 
intentional or unintentional” after 
“outcomes of AI systems” (DEL5). 
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Proposal 97
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should ensure that harms 
caused to users through AI systems 
can be investigated, punished, and 
redressed, including by encouraging 
private sector companies to provide 
remediation mechanisms. The auditability 
and traceability of AI systems, especially 
autonomous ones, should be promoted to 
this end.

Redress mechanisms and punitive 
procedures are considered fundamental 
by participants. The issue with Proposal 97 
lies elsewhere: its lack of specificity,  
which does not help with responsibility.  
In general, the vagueness of who the actors 
are is not conducive to accountability 
(IND3). For these participants, Proposal 
97 does not explain how auditability 
and traceability can or should happen. 
Participants also understood the proposal 
to elude responsibility of state actors:  
“Why are only private companies mentioned 
and not governments?” (IND3) Governments 
can deliberately promote a misuse of AI for 
their own interests. Proposal 97 should also 
expand on the different types of harms that 
should be covered.

Proposal 98
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should apply appropriate 
safeguards of individuals’ fundamental right 
to privacy, including through the adoption or 
the enforcement of legislative frameworks 
that provide appropriate protection, 
compliant with international law. In the 
absence of such legislation, Member States 
should strongly encourage all AI actors, 
including private companies, developing 
and operating AI systems to apply privacy by 
design in their systems.

Participants’ concern for privacy was clear, 
as this topic was addressed in a number of 
workshops on varying topics. From a very 
general perspective, participants want the 
proposals that pertain to privacy to be more 
detailed as well as more concrete, so as to 
better protect their rights to privacy. IND2, 
LIB1, DEL1 and DEL6 all demanded more 
details on the concepts of privacy, data,  
or personal information.

DEL5 suggested that Policy Action 11 
“should really be split into its constituent 
parts: responsibility, accountability and 
privacy. All three are important enough to 
have their own section and policy action. 
Each of these sections could include 
additional detail on the key objectives 

Privacy
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[as currently], most proposals are at the 
general principle level.”

Lack of transparency regarding information 
on data privacy was mentioned by MEX2, 
CAN4 and URU2. The groups stated that 
privacy policies and documents containing 
terms and conditions are usually very long, 
poorly organized, filled with legal language 
and have no visuals. This makes such 
documents opaque and makes it more 
difficult for individuals to make informed 
decisions. The groups believed this should 
be addressed by the proposals within Policy 
Action 11.

THA1 highlighted that what is considered 
“personal data” can vary across countries, 
potentially allowing some Member States 
to get away with little scrutiny as to their 
management of personal data. CAN4 
noted that not all countries had the same 
perspective regarding privacy. While 
some practices might be legal, they may 
nonetheless run counter to most people’s 
idea of privacy.

Regarding Proposal 98 more specifically, 
participants from SEN1, IND1 and CAN9 all 
found that “encourage” was an inadequate 
term, and wanted it replaced with a 
more stringent word to ensure maximum 
accountability for Member States and 
other parties involved. Participants from 
IND1 saw the issue specifically through 
the lens of Privacy by Design, which they 
believed should be a requirement. They also 
highlighted that regular privacy audits were 
not mentioned, but that they should also 
be obligatory. DEL1 mentioned federated 
learning as a promising novel technique 
that could improve data privacy in AI.

Participants from BUR1 noticed that 
Proposal 98 did not mention any potential 
sanctions for Member States to apply to 
companies that use AI to violate individuals’ 
right to privacy. Adding such potential 
sanctions would help strengthen the 
proposal and encourage individuals to trust 
that businesses and corporations use AI 
ethically and legally. The group suggested 
forming an international organization  
to manage issues regarding the right  
to privacy and AI. 

Participants from CAN9 also suggested 
that other human rights - not only the 
right to privacy - should be included in 
Proposal 98. They suggested the following 
formulation: “Member States should apply 
appropriate safeguards to proactively 
protect individuals’ fundamental human 
rights, including but not limited to privacy 
and self-determination...” Participants 
in the CAN9 deliberation suggested that 
Proposal 98 build upon existing guidelines 
and international laws and UN Conventions. 
It should also follow a similar format to 
UN Conventions. They said Proposal 98 
should also be dynamic, include ongoing 
monitoring and assessment, and allow 
changes to be made even for unintended 
consequences.

Another insight from CAN9 was 
that Proposal 98 should specifically 
acknowledge and address marginalized 
groups. For instance, after referencing 
individuals’ fundamental rights, the 
following should be added: “especially 
where there are existing historical and/
or contemporary social and/or economic 
exclusion, i.e. caste systems are actively 
affecting Black and Indigenous people.”
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Proposal 99
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should ensure that 
individuals can oversee the use of their 
private information/data, in particular that 
they retain the right to access their own 
data, and “the right to be forgotten”.

GHA1, CAN5, and CAN6 mentioned that 
Proposal 99 should expressly acknowledge 
that individuals are the “sole owners of 
their data,” while participants from DEL6 
suggested that the proposal state that 
individuals should have “meaningful control 
over their data.” This once again shows 
participants’ concerns about control of 
their data. On the same note, CAN5, CAN6, 
LIB1, DEL3 and PIL0 stated that Proposal 
99 should include a time limit on how long 
data can be kept. Other limitations were 
also mentioned, like ensuring that data 
is used only for the express purpose for 
which it was collected (GHA1, LIB1). With 
regard to Proposal 99, CAN4 stated that 
a legal framework was needed, and that 
the “actors” mentioned should not only be 
Member States, but also the big technology 
companies like Google, Amazon and 
Facebook.

Many groups discussed the “right to be 
forgotten,” as mentioned in Proposal 99. 
Participants were divided on the matter. 
Some were in favour of this right (IND2), 
or wanted the notion to be clarified 
and amplified (CAN4, CHI1, DEL1). DEL1 
mentioned that the process should be  
easy and not bureaucratic. 

Others were more sceptical of how 
applicable the “right to be forgotten” 
really is. DEL6 noted that “the right to be 
forgotten can’t guarantee that all locally-
saved data can be removed/forgotten. [..] 
[It] can only be implemented within the 
server or system, but cannot be guaranteed 
to all locally saved information by external 
parties,” thereby limiting the efficacy of the 
right to be forgotten. Participants in THA1 
doubted that being truly forgotten was 
possible, and pointed out that the right to 
be forgotten may not be accessible to all, 
specifically not to individuals who may not 
know about this right or are not in a position 
to push for it to be recognized. Participants 
from CAN5 and CAN6 suggested that the 
“right to be forgotten” in Proposal 98 should 
be replaced with “the right to permanently 
restrict the right for their information to  
be used in the AI data collection.”

Lastly, participants in GHA1 believed there 
should be limits to the right to be forgotten. 
In the context of education, people should 
not be forgotten because the work they 
produce attests to their academic abilities. 
In addition, GHA1 feared that a right to be 
forgotten that is too extensive may allow 
some individuals to “paint misleading 
pictures of themselves.” 
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Proposal 101
RELEVANCE

SUFFICIENCY

APPLICABILITY

ORIGINAL VERSION OF UNESCO’S DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATION

Member States should work to adopt a 
Commons approach to data to promote 
interoperability of datasets while ensuring 
their robustness and exercising extreme 
vigilance in overseeing their collection and 
utilization. This might, where possible and 
feasible, include investing in the creation 
of gold standard datasets, including open 
and trustworthy datasets, that are diverse, 
constructed with the consent of data 
subjects, when consent is required by law, 
and encourage ethical practices in the 
technology, supported by sharing quality 
data in a common trusted and secured  
data space.

Only one contribution was made in relation 
to Proposal 101. Participants from IND1 
highlighted that there is a need “to insert 
additional clauses in [Proposal 101] to 
ensure equitable benefits to both the 
developing and the developed world. [There 
must be a] level playing field [that allows] 
interested agents of various sizes and 
reach to gain, [as this is] in the nature  
of [the] Commons.” 

3.4. New Principles 
and Policy 
Proposals

Information and 
Communication Issues

After the Recommendation’s preamble, 
the first section concerns its scope 
of application. Paragraph 2 sets up AI 
ethics in relation to UNESCO’s central 
domains. Having been informed by 
COMEST’s Preliminary Study which 
addresses AI ethics issues by UNESCO’s 
sectors, some concerns related to the 
Communication-Information Sector are 
mentioned in 2 d). However, besides 
machine-powered translation of languages, 
addressed in Policy Action 4, the issues 
in 2 d) do not resurface in the rest of 
the Recommendation. In the different 
deliberations, many participants raised 
these issues and deemed them important 
to address, while accentuating the need 
for UNESCO proposals on the matter. 
Contributions can be summarized as 
follows: 

 ■ While the personalization of content 
has some advantages, its negative 
impacts pose a serious threat to human 
agency/autonomy and have a major 
impact on the way people access 
information. 

 ■ This personalization of content shown 
to the user has a role in amplifying 
disinformation. 
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 ■ UNESCO should condemn political 
manipulation through these AI systems 
and engage States in efforts to 
sanction such propaganda processes. 

 ■ While disinformation has many negative 
implications, there is a question as 
to whether AI should play a role in its 
censorship. 

 ■ AI impacts journalism in ways 
that should be addressed by the 
recommendation. 

Participants in CAMPIA1 mentioned that 
personalization algorithms can produce 
information that is interesting to the 
users. Participants in JAM1 and ECU2 
also recognized some of the beneficial 
aspects of AI systems in this area. However, 
these three groups also joined the other 
workshops in sharing great concerns 
on the matter (CAN2, DEL7, IND3, MEX5, 
URU1, ECU1). The young participants in 
CAMPIA1 also said: “Algorithms have a lot 
of influence on us and our personalities. 
We become what companies want us to be; 
we are no longer “ourselves”.” This impact 
that personalized content can have on 
humans worries many of the participants. 
The shaping of the users’ information 
sphere was linked to the “bubble effect” 
and manipulation by microtargeting, issues 
affecting autonomy and personal freedom 
(CAN2). These AI systems were also seen  
as undermining autonomy (DEL7). 

AI AND SURVEILLANCE 

Some participants said they felt AI 
algorithms, working through the tracking 
of users’ activity, posed a threat of general 
surveillance. This was seen as a different 
issue from privacy as data protection. 
It translated as a “feeling of being 
watched” (JAM1). Participants in DEL6 
also wondered: “What are implications of 
constant surveillance by AI systems? A lot 
of mental strain.” This issue, referred to 
as “spying,” was also highlighted by Radio 
Programs- DEL7.

Participants in CAN2, MEX5 and URU1 
recommended the idea of “opting-out” of 
this technology. Instead of focusing only on 
consent for data sharing, participants felt 
Internet companies should offer the option 
of not being shown customized ads. 

The issue of personalized content 
was often linked to issues of political 
propaganda and manipulation to change 
public opinion (ECU1, DEL7, Radio 
Programs - DEL7, URU2, INO1). Some 
political actors were said to use these 
types of procedures. The need for a 
strong proposal combatting this use of 
AI was expressed: “The recommendation 
on the ethical implications of AI in the 
field of communication and information 
should make global digital players [GAFAM 
(USA) and BTAX (China)] accountable 
in the prohibition of bots’ use in public 
opinion manipulation operations” (DEL7). 
Participants in ECU1 were also in favour  
of a similar recommendation (sanctioning 
of AI use for manipulation processes). 
Flooding social networks with bots was 
considered by some as undermining 
freedom of expression. 
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In DEL7, another participant also referred 
to the role of AI in amplifying divisions in 
society. Related to this issue was the use 
of AI in amplifying hate speech (INO1). A 
participant in DEL7 (Morocco) suggested 
the following: “The recommendation should 
recall the responsibility of global digital 
players in the dissemination of hate speech 
on social networks. AI can be as much a 
factor in the fight against the spread of this 
discourse as it can play a role of amplifier 
and facilitator in the circulation of this 
discourse.”

The role of AI in disinformation was 
also discussed (Radio Programs - DEL7, 
CAMPIA1, ECU1, RAB, JAM1, INO1). It 
is considered a serious issue: “Quite 
important phenomenon, notably in 
connection with the loop effect which leads 
us to believe even more in false content” 
(CAMPIA1). It is deemed important to put 
efforts in mitigating disinformation (Radio 
programs - DEL7). The ways of conducting 
this were, however, not quite evident. One 
group (DEL7) said AI should be used in 
disinformation filtering mechanisms. Other 
participants stressed the importance of 
not having AI used in censorship toward 
disinformation (JAM1). While education 
in terms of checking facts and verifying 
information was a clear solution (ECU1), 
participants felt that people have the 
right to believe in false information 
(CAMPJEUNES1) and the freedom of 
expression to spread these ideas (JAM1). 
Some participants raised important 
questions on the matter: “Who decides 
what is true and controls the information?” 
(JAM1), “Who can be trusted to determine  
if news is fake or not?” 

On AI and journalism, DEL7 considered AI’s 
actual capacity to generate articles should 
be leveraged to consolidate professional 
and ethical journalism. 

Criticism of  
Techno-optimism 
and Technological 
solutionism 

Another interesting point made by several 
participants (BRE2, CAMPIA1, CHI1, DEL6, 
DEL11, CAN5, CAN6) concerns the optimism 
humans tend to have towards technology 
and innovation. Some found that the 
Recommendation generally contained 
a lot of enthusiasm about AI and its 
‘promises’: “In UNESCO proposals, should 
we encourage AI developments or keep  
a ‘neutral’ attitude?” (CHI1). Is it UNESCO’s 
role to encourage the use of technology  
or to remain critical of the risks and 
address those? 

Valorization of algorithmic decision making 
was also criticized. This does not negate 
the interesting applications AI can have 
in many aspects and areas. It is rather 
a criticism of a rationale that accords 
more intrinsic value to technology than to 
humans. A young participant in CAMPIA1 
mentioned the need to give more value 
to human judgement than to algorithmic 
‘judgement’, since humans created these 
artifacts. Others worried about the 
depreciation of subjectivity and emotional 
cues (CAN5, CAN6, BRE2). In relation to the 
specific application of AI in recruitment 
processes, the loss of subjectivity was seen 
as worrisome: “it is still necessary some 
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kind of human intervention in many areas 
to guarantee that subjective aspects (e.g. 
motivation, confidence, life story, access 
to opportunities) could still be considered” 
(BRE2). 

Techno-optimism was explicitly mentioned. 
It is the idea that technology can solve 
every problem, which can lead to putting 
technology in areas where it is not needed 
(DEL6). The solutions to the problems we 
wish to address with technology could 
be handled in other ways (for example, 
providing more funding for education to 
encourage inclusivity and accessibility, 
rather than relying on AI AI to fix issues that 
can be addressed through education). 

In DEL11, Indigenous knowledge was 
contrasted against the Western logic 
(of optimization and rationalization) 
behind AI systems. It was stressed that 
it was not only a matter of incorporating 
Western knowledge into AI systems that 
could “help” with Indigenous issues, but 
rather designing different technology 
that embraces Indigenous traditional 
knowledge. Two participants cited the 
example of hunting: “ how can traditional 
knowledge in hunting inform the 
development or design of technology?” 
one wondered. Another participant said 
in regard to “hunter’s knowledge of when 
to hunt and where, of the flora and fauna, 
etc.[:] If we use drones to follow caribou 
herds, how will it impact Indigenous 
knowledge? If AI is used to save us time 
and make life easier, what will that do to 
Indigenous knowledge?”. Behind these 
questions lies not only a concern as to the 
immediate negative effects, but also a 
critical reflection related to the philosophy 
of technology: how does technology 

change the way we approach problems? 
How does technology weaken certain forms 
of knowledge and relationships in favour 
of other ways of approaching “problems”? 
;“Will the use of AI weaken Indigenous 
knowledge and Indigenous Peoples’ 
relationship to land, water, etc.?” (DEL11). 
These are important questions which, 
while greatly significant in the Indigenous 
context, can also be relevant to other 
populations and concerns. 
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4.1. The Challenges 
to Online 
Deliberation
The decision to hold an online deliberation 
was partly driven by the exceptional 
pandemic situation of COVID-19. Initially, 
deliberation workshops were to be 
held face-to-face. The shift to online 
deliberation changed the formats and 
procedures, without changing the 
objectives and principles of quality 
deliberation (Srandberg, Grönlund, 2018). 
The aim is to develop an informed and 
robust opinion as a result of collective 
thinking on a particular topic, in this 
case the Recommendation. Deliberation, 
whether online or offline, should be 
open, argumentative and rational, as 
well as inclusive and respectful of the 
different views that are expressed. It 
helps improve the epistemic quality of the 
proposals discussed, build consensus, and 
identify deep disagreements. In order to 
organize meaningful online deliberation, 
it was necessary to address some of the 
challenges that are known to exist for face-
to-face deliberation and can be amplified 
by proceeding online. 

A first obstacle to rational communication 
is the asymmetry of speech between 
participants for various reasons such as 
gender discrimination (men feel entitled 
to take all the space and, most often 
unintentionally but sometimes knowingly, 
silence women), inequalities in social 
status, or the difference in knowledge  

of the issues discussed. Online deliberation 
can aggravate this asymmetry of speech 
as online face-to-face meetings are more 
distant and withdrawal is more tempting for 
more vulnerable participants. 

Another challenge is to bring together  
a diversity of voices that are sufficiently 
representative of the legitimate interests 
of different groups, of their cultural, social 
and natural environments and of their 
different experiences with AI. Engaging 
a diversity of individuals and groups 
worldwide is a major challenge, especially 
in a very limited mobilization time:  
one month.

A third challenge is the participants’ 
ability to reach a venue for deliberation. 
In the physical world we must take into 
account physical mobility but also the 
time that participants have to devote to 
deliberations. One might think that online 
deliberation reduces or even removes this 
obstacle. However, several factors may 
aggravate this difficulty: 

 ■ Access to a digital infrastructure that 
excludes the participation of the less 
affluent

 ■ The ability to use digital tools

 ■ Limited free time through increased 
online working time that deters 
participants, especially in the context 
of pandemic and lockdown that we are 
experiencing in 2020

 ■ The possibility of finding a space at 
home that is suitable for discussion

4. METHODOLOGY
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These constraints tend to significantly 
reduce the diversity of contributions during 
the deliberation sessions.

There are a number of options for 
mitigating or overcoming these obstacles 
and meeting the challenges of good online 
deliberation.

Facilitation: workshop facilitation ensures 
that everyone has a right to speak and 
respects the duty to argue for their 
opinions and to listen to the arguments of 
other participants. In the case of a global 
consultation, facilitation issues are more 
complex and are discussed in Section 4.3.

Preparation: participants should also be 
prepared by being provided in advance with 
relevant information to understand the 
issues and the rules of deliberation (4.4.). 
We drew up a Guide for Deliberation on AI 
Ethics following three constraints: 

 ■ Simplicity: it must be able to address 
as many people as possible in plain 
language

 ■ Reliability: the information provided 
must be as accurate and reliable  
as possible

 ■ Relevance: the information provided 
is carefully chosen to facilitate the 
deliberation but not to cover all aspects 
of AI ethics, nor to turn participants 
into experts 

In addition to the Guide for Deliberation, 
we created summary sheets of the 
Recommendation with thematic tracks 
that allowed facilitators to conduct the 

workshops and participants to know  
the parts of the Recommendation relevant 
to the chosen theme.

Diversification of audiences: to reach 
a diversity of participants, we chose 
to increase the number of workshops 
according to geographical areas and target 
audiences, even if the diversity within a 
single workshop was not representative of 
the diversity of the national population (see 
section 3). In practical terms, this means 
that some workshops were organized 
for groups that are rather homogeneous 
but whose voices are marginalized or in 
any case, underrepresented: Indigenous 
populations; young people and children. 

Considerations of justice and equality  
in participation convinced us that this was 
the best way to achieve an acceptable 
diversity of participation. But the 
same considerations led us to organize 
deliberation sessions for women only, 
from a feminist perspective, even though 
gender balance was the rule for the other 
workshops.
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Screenshot - DEL9 - A delibinar organized to consult young people at the global level  
on the theme of intersectional justice on August 9, 2020

Screenshot - CAN10 - Workshop organized by Kids Code jeunesse with adolescents aged  
14 to 17 on August 6, 2020 on the theme of the environment
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Photography shared by participants - BEN1 - Workshop organized in Benin on July 31, 2020  
on the theme of diversity and inclusion

Screenshot - BRE2 - Workshop organized in Brazil on July 24, 2020 on the theme of diversity  
and inclusion 
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Screenshot - MEX4 - Workshop organized in Mexico on July 30, 2020 on the theme of diversity 
and inclusion

Digital infrastructure: without access 
to a personal digital infrastructure, it is 
almost impossible to participate in an 
online consultation. But it is possible to 
share the digital infrastructure by bringing 
participants together in a single location 
where they have access to computers 
connected to the internet. However,  
we had no control over this. 

What we had more leeway over was the 
choice of software to run the workshops. 
We opted for widely used video 
conferencing tools, mainly the Zoom.
us platform. In addition to the tool that 
allowed us to maintain the conditions for 
face-to-face deliberation, we used the Miro 
application as a note-taking and board-
sharing tool. Miro had the advantage of 
flexibility in note-taking formats and an 
interface very similar to what we know  
from whiteboards and sticky notes.

Deliberation formats: although we 
designed an initial format with a strict 
sequence and tested it with a pilot project, 
we have adapted this format to different 
situations (see next section 4.2.).
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Ethical Issues summarized in Miro - INO1 - Workshop organized in Indonesia on July 31, 2020  
on the theme of responsibility and accountability
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4.2. Methodologies 
and Formats of the 
Consultation 

The COVID-19 pandemic changed the way 
we did deliberations. We had to rethink the 
way we consult, deliberate, and engage 
the public. Specifically, we had to design a 
mode of consultation and deliberation that 
could provide relevant inputs on UNESCO’s 
draft Recommendation. After a pilot project 
during which we were able to assess 
different deliberative tools, contents and 
participation dynamics, two consultation 
formats were developed. 

Deliberative Workshop 

The objective of deliberative workshops 
is for a limited number of participants, 
between 8 and 10 people, to deliberate 
for 2 hours and 45 minutes online on a 
previously identified theme. Each group of 
participants should, as much as possible, 
have gender parity, generational diversity 
with young people (between 18 and 35 
years old), people from marginalized 
communities, and representation from key 
sectors (education, care professions, civil 
society, industry, etc.). The deliberative 
workshops were conducted by facilitators 
either independently or on behalf of  
an organization. 

Deliberative workshops consist  
of five steps:

 ■ INTRODUCTION. This moment was 
devoted to the presentation of the Open 
Dialogue on AI project, the objectives 
of the workshop, the deliverables of the 
deliberation and a presentation of the 
different participants at the discussion 
table.

 ■ PREPARATION FOR DELIBERATION 
ON PROPOSALS. Based on the 
reading of a prospective scenario 
illustrating an AI use case in a specific 
field (e.g. information and social 
networks), this step was intended to 
prepare participants to assess the 
proposals drafted by UNESCO through 
a discussion of the ethical issues 
related to the use case presented. The 
participants were asked to identify 
three key ethical issues related to the 
use case. 

 ■ ASSESSMENT OF THE RELEVANCE, 
SUFFICIENCY AND APPLICABILITY 
OF THE PROPOSALS. The participants 
evaluated the proposals according 
to three criteria: sufficiency, in other 
words, the proportionality of the 
standard to the key ethical issues of the 
AI use case; relevance, in other words, 
the appropriateness of the proposals to 
the AI use case; and applicability of the 
standard, in other words, the degree to 
which the standard could be put into 
practice in a particular context. 
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 ■ SPECIFIC EVALUATION OF THE 
PROPOSALS. The participants were 
asked to propose actions that would 
improve the proposals. For example, 
they could make comments or 
criticisms, ask questions, or propose 
reformulations or additions. Questions 
were designed by the Algora Lab 
research team to fuel the discussion 
and bring new angles of analysis to 
the group if deemed relevant by the 
facilitator.

 ■ CONCLUSION. The last step was to 
synthesize the discussions and remind 
participants of the various deliverables 
of the deliberation. 

This methodology was designed 
to obtain qualitative data on 2 to 5 
specific proposals. It made it possible 
to both assess and propose alternative 
formulations, or even new policy action 
proposals, by going through a series of 
precise steps. The constraints of the online 
consultation means that only between 
6 and 10 participants could join a single 
deliberative workshop, similarly to offline 
face-to-face deliberation tables. The 
deliberation designed in this framework 
was intended to assess the standards 
proposed by the Recommendation  
in greater depth. 

We therefore proposed a second, more 
flexible deliberative format, which makes  
it possible to mobilize a larger number  
of participants, between 20 and 100,  
on a specific theme; we called this format 
delibinar.

The Open Participation 
Consultation Format:  
the Delibinar

Combining the webinar format and the 
more traditional deliberation format (in 
limited numbers, around a given topic), 
the delibinar format was designed to 
bring together a maximum number of key 
players and stakeholders from a specific 
sector on a previously identified theme. 
The objectives were multiple: to mobilize 
a significant number of participants 
(20 to 100) at the same time during an 
open consultation on the UNESCO’s 
Recommendation; to engage citizens in 
parallel with the organization of online 
deliberation workshops in smaller groups; 
and to raise awareness of the UNESCO’s 
Recommendation and AI ethics among  
a significant number of participants. 

The delibinars were not conducted by 
individuals, but by organizations working 
in the field of AI ethics (e.g. AI Global, 
FuturEarth...). The format of the delibinar 
was as follows:

 ■ A delibinar lasted two hours. 

 ■ Participants could intervene directly  
on the video conferencing platform  
by using the chat, or by using the  
“raise your hand” option.

 ■ The steps of the workshop:

 Introduction with a presentation  
of the project, objectives and agenda. 

 Presentation of the theme with a 
mobilization of AI application cases 
related to the theme; during this stage, 
the participants were led to discuss the 
priority ethical aspects of the theme. 
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 Presentation of UNESCO’s proposals 
relating to the theme. The participants 
were led to discuss the tensions between 
principles and values and the interests 
of the UNESCO document. Participants 
were also asked to comment on 
and discuss UNESCO’s proposed 
recommendations on the theme through 
specific questions. Lastly, participants 
were given the opportunity to propose 
improvements to UNESCO’s proposals. 

 Conclusion with a closing of the 
discussions and a reminder of the 
arguments raised during the delibinar. 

This methodological format had 
nonetheless certain limitations. While 
this methodology made it possible to 
mobilize a large number of stakeholders in 
a limited time around proposals related to a 
particular theme, it did not make it possible 
to extract the benefits of the deliberation 
for several reasons:

 ■ First, the smaller timeframe of 
the activity (2 hours) limited the 
formulation of in-depth arguments and 
exchanges between participants. 

 ■ Second, the number of people (between 
20 and 100 participants) entailed 
an additional difficulty with regard 
to debates and the construction of 
informed and rational arguments. 

 ■ Lastly, the more flexible consultation 
format, which certainly allows 
opinions to be expressed on the 
Recommendation, does not, however, 
allow the benefits of deliberation, 
i.e. the modification of participants’ 
primary preferences through a 
constructive and reasoned exchange, 
and the possibility to build a joint  
and sustained decision. 

This consultation format is useful because 
it allows for a significant amount of input on 
the proposals, but it is not conducive to an 
in-depth discussion of the subject matter 
and the benefits of deliberative practice. 

SOME METHODOLOGICAL CONCLUSIONS

The experience of this international and 
multi-stakeholder process has allowed us 
to draw a few significant methodological 
conclusions about the design and practice 
of citizen consultation: 

> Flexibility of deliberation for 
mobilization. In order to mobilize 
different communities at all levels (young 
people, Indigenous populations, women, 
distinct regional populations, etc.) it was 
necessary to adapt the methodology. 
When mobilizing marginalized 
communities, whose voices are rarely 
heard, we had to change the format of 
the activity and make certain procedures 
more flexible (for example, the non-mixed 
format for two feminist deliberative 
workshops, the face-to-face format  
for the Mi’Kmaq community in Canada).

> Adaptation of the deliberation content 
to the target audience. In order to 
consult all communities while maintaining 
respect for their characteristics, it 
was necessary to adapt the content 
of the deliberation to the specificities 
and peculiarities of certain groups and 
regions, similar to the adaptation  
of AI use cases by cultural context.

In order to draw a comprehensive global 
panorama of perspectives and views on 
UNESCO’s Draft Recommendation on 
AI Ethics, it was necessary to propose 
inclusive and adaptive methodologies. 
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4.3. The need for 
Local Facilitators

Recruitment of 
Participants
We mobilized local facilitators in every 
country in which a deliberation workshop 
was held. The facilitators were recruited 
through academic, professional, 
diplomatic, and personal networks. 
Facilitators are key: they recruit the 
participants, organize the workshops, lead 
the discussions while staying neutral on the 
content, and write reports on the results.  
It is important that they understand and 
apply the cultural codes of the participants, 
and that they are recognized by them as 
part of the same community, thus creating 
a safe space to deliberate.

By decentralizing the deliberation 
facilitation and relying on local actors  
to take this role, we ensured that project 
leaders fully understood the cultural 
background of each workshop. In addition, 
the facilitators had stronger links with their 
communities and were able to reach and 
recruit representative participants in a 
manner that would have been impossible 
for foreign actors like us.

Apart from the critical recruitment, 
organization and animation roles, the 
facilitators were also intermediaries, 
advising us on the most relevant themes  
to be discussed in the different contexts or 
even adapting the scenario content to the 
local socio-political situation (e.g. URU1, 
URU2, ECU1, CAN2). They also sometimes 
helped with the translation of documents 
for participants (such as consent forms  

or survey questions) to languages we did 
not have an expertise in (CHI1 and BRE2).

This ability to adapt the content, 
methodology, and animation to the socio-
cultural context of the participants is an 
important element of the intercultural 
approach we have taken toward the ODAI.

Training of the 
Facilitators
In total, we trained 38 facilitators in three 
languages: French, English and Spanish.  
In order to ensure that the objectives of the 
consultation were understood, the training 
was mandatory for the facilitators and the 
presence of the person responsible for 
taking notes was strongly recommended. 
Some people could be exempted from 
the training, including people who had 
already participated in our previous training 
sessions. In addition to allowing us to 
create a personal connection with our 
facilitators, it was also an opportunity for us 
to establish links with some communities.

The length of a training session could 
vary between 45 minutes and 1 hour and 
15 minutes. Most training sessions were 
done individually with the facilitator; a few 
of them involved two or three trainees. 
During the training, our objectives were: 
1. To present the ODAI project and its 
objectives; 2. To allow the facilitator to 
develop an understanding of AI and its main 
ethical issues; 3. To present the provided 
deliberative tools (guides to deliberation 
and facilitation, thematic sheets); 4. To 
review the deliberation methodology and 
the expected deliverables; 5. To develop 
their leadership, organizational, and public 
speaking skills.
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4.4. The 
Deliberation Tools 
for Facilitators
We provided the facilitators with several 
documents to help them organize the 
deliberation workshops. These documents 
are also available on our website for anyone 
wanting to hold their own independent 
deliberation.

The Deliberation Guide 
The deliberation guide is a 28-page 
document designed to prepare citizens for 
deliberation, bring the debate to life, and 
identify common strategies for deliberation 
(see the Results section for more 
information). The document is available  
on the ODAI’s website.

The Facilitation Guide 
The facilitation guide is an 11-page 
document that sets out the different stages 
of a deliberation in detail. Adapted for the 
facilitator, this document presents:

1. the role of the facilitator and  
her/his tasks

2. the attitude or qualities required  
of a facilitator

3. the logistical conditions  
for a good deliberation

4. some advice on how to ensure  
an inclusive deliberation

5. step-by-step instructions  
for the deliberation workshop

The document is also available  
on the ODAI’s website.

The Note-takers’ Guide
This short two-page guide is designed for 
the person responsible for taking notes.  
It contains an explanation of the role of the 
note taker, as well as concrete tips such as 
a list of application proposals for optimal 
note-taking and actions to be taken before 
deliberation. The document is also available 
on the ODAI’s website.

The deliberative workshops would not have 
been a success without the extraordinary 
dedication of the facilitators. Through their 
knowledge of the regional and cultural 
contexts, they created safe spaces for 
exchange. Sometimes they had to adapt 
the methodology. For example, in Benin 
(BEN1) the deliberation took place in 
person to ensure accessibility for every 
participant. As the participants had a lot 
to say about the ethical issues of AI and 
language preservation, the planned three-
hour period was not long enough, and the 
facilitator organized another meeting 
later in the week. As a result, facilitators 
provided both a better understanding of the 
cultural, social, and political issues of their 
community and better mobilization through 
local anchoring.
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4.5. Deliberation 
Materials 

The Deliberation Guide 
The deliberation guide is a tool intended 
to empower citizens and prepare them for 
deliberative practice. Deliberative practice 
consists of an exchange of arguments with 
a view to formulating a collective decision. 
However, in order to be able to debate on  
AI ethics and develop an informed opinion, 
it is essential to acquire basic knowledge 
on the subject. 

The deliberation guide is a 28-page 
document with illustrations and case 
studies. The first part provides an overview 
of AI and its uses. The second part explains 
in general terms the concept of ethics and 
the ethical issues of AI based on different 
scenarios (inspired by real-life facts).  
The third part discusses the importance  
of mobilizing citizens in the debate on  
AI ethics. It presents the different ways  
of involving civil society in the discussion. 

The guide was developed to meet three 
criteria: relevance, i.e. pertinent to anyone 
wishing to reflect on AI ethics; simplicity, 
i.e. easy to read, understand, use and 
share; and accuracy of information. 

In order to make the deliberative process 
more inclusive, the guide has been 
translated into eight languages: Arabic, 
Portuguese, Catalan, English, French, 
Russian, Spanish and Mandarin. 

Themes
We decided to address the different 
parts of the recommendation under six 
thematic headings. Themes for deliberation 
were based on two criteria: key areas 
of UNESCO’s mandate and concerns 
expressed in the Recommendation. 

We therefore developed six themes that 
make it possible to raise a large number 
of issues, or even all of the concerns 
addressed in the Recommendation: Data 
access, Diversity and Inclusion, Education, 
Environment, Trustworthiness, and 
Responsibility and Accountability.  
Themes can overlap and be linked with 
others; for example, data access is relevant  
to many other themes. 

For each theme, we provided the 
facilitators with a thematic sheet. The 
thematic sheet is a document of 5 to 6 
pages which has been drawn up according 
to a 6-step template: 

1. The opportunities of the theme 

2. The ethical issues and dilemmas  
raised by the theme and how AI is used  
in the context of this theme 

3. The real cases, concrete examples  
of the theme 

4. Questions on the related scenario, i.e. 
general or specific questions which 
make it possible to lead a discussion 
around the use case and theme 

5. UNESCO’s proposals in connection  
with the theme, accompanied by a list  
of specific questions for each proposal

6. A list of relevant references
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The thematic sheets thus allowed the 
facilitators to take ownership of the topic 
in order to better orient and manage the 
deliberation. 

The thematic sheets have been 
systematically translated into English, 
French and Spanish. Summaries of 
the thematic sheets, to be shared with 
participants during the deliberations, were 
also made. The summaries have therefore 
sometimes been translated into other 
languages such as Mandarin or Portuguese. 

To illustrate the themes and ground 
deliberation in everyday life situations, we 
have drawn up use cases which describe 
prospective scenarios of the deployment  
of AI in a particular context.

Use Cases 
We have developed 7 use cases for AI 
deployment that deserve to be discussed 
in light of UNESCO’s proposals. Use cases 
illustrate the different issues related  
to the themes. 

A use case is made up of an illustration  
and a prospective scenario. The illustration 
consists of three boxes. The use case reads 
as follows: 

1. A situation of ordinary life with the  
use of AI; 

2. A catalyst, an event that disturbs the 
course of action; 

3. The consequences of the action and the 
use of AI in a particular context, which 
lead to ethical issues to be discussed.

Each illustration is accompanied by a 
prospective scenario, i.e. a text detailing 
the use case.

The seven use cases had several 
objectives: 

 ■ They are triggers. They are starting 
points for deliberation. 

 ■ They are forward-looking.  
They describe typical situations  
that may arise in the near future. 

 ■ They describe ethical dilemmas, i.e. 
situations where values and principles 
may conflict or at least come into 
tension. 

 ■ They are open-ended. They do not 
indicate the moral solution to be 
adopted, nor do they prescribe any 
particular moral norm or obligation. 

The use cases are somewhat transversal  
to the themes. Example: use case n°7  
“AI and language preservation” on machine 
translation can be discussed in terms of the 
themes of access to data, diversity  
and inclusion, or trustworthiness. 

However, we decided, for the sake of 
simplicity and efficiency, to link a use case 
to a specific theme (apart from the theme 
of inclusion and diversity which has two  
use cases).
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THEME

Diversity and Inclusion

Data Access

Education

Trustworthy AI

Environment

Responsibility and Accountability 

Diversity and Inclusion

USE CASE

Scenario n°1 
Equity, Inclusion and Diversity in 
recruitment processes. 

Scenario n°2 
Health data and privacy.

Scenario n°3 
Automation in education.

Scenario n°4 
Artificial intelligence for crisis 
management.

Scenario n°5 
Combating climate change.

Scenario n°6 
Misinformation and social networks. 

Scenario n°7 
AI and language preservation.
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USE CASE 1
EQUITY, DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION IN 
RECRUITMENT PROCESSES

EManage is a start-up that helps small 
companies move to new technologies. 
The company has grown and is looking 
for new talents. The management 
team is very concerned about having 
a diverse pool of candidates and 
therefore promotes inclusion and 
equity in its job offers. In order to 
meet with the right candidates for 
the company, EManage used an 
algorithmic recruitment process to 
limit human bias. In other words, 
an algorithm was used to sort and 
preselect applications in order to limit 
the influence of bias on the selection 
of candidates. How does it work? The 
algorithm is driven with data from 
past hires and the criteria of the ideal 
candidate’s profile. In other words, 
it uses existing data of candidates 

who have already been hired by 
the company. However, despite 
the company’s intention to achieve 
gender mix and parity, it would appear 
that the algorithm has reproduced a 
certain image of the ideal candidate by 
selecting only men for a job interview.
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Elias has recently switched to a new 
health insurance company, which 
provides a connected watch and 
health application that encourages its 
clients to adopt a lifestyle that reduces 
medical risks. This application gives 
access to eating habits, travel habits, 
heart rate, and other information to 
help define the client’s risk profile. One 
day, Elias is diagnosed with an illness, 
which requires long and expensive 
treatments. He notifies his insurance 
company to begin treatment. The 
insurance company tells him that it 
will not cover his medical expenses. 
When he tries to understand this 
decision, the insurer’s online service 
tells him that the algorithm determines 
his eligibility based on important 
parameters, but we don’t know how 

this is done. At Elias’s insistence, 
the insurer’s information technology 
department eventually informs him 
that the system has classified him 
as a high-risk person due to his 
unhealthy diet and sedentary lifestyle. 
Indeed, Elias is used to having his 
meals delivered to his home with the 
Deliverfood application, and he is a 
pizza lover. And what about his physical 
activities? The GymGym application 
shows that he has been to the gym 
three times in two years. As such, the 
insurance company considers that it 
cannot be held financially responsible 
for Elias’s bad lifestyle habits and 
that the consequences on his health 
coverage were foreseen in his 
insurance contract.

USE CASE 2
HEALTH DATA AND PRIVACY
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The Albert Einstein College has always 
been at the forefront of educational 
technology. This is why, when 
AthenIA showcased its new product, 
a personalized language teaching 
program, AthenIA was enthusiastically 
selected for the College’s English 
course. As usual, students have their 
classes in the classroom … but without 
a teacher. Each student receives an 
electronic headband, which allows 
their voice to be recorded and what 
they write to be read. This is sent 
to a software that builds a detailed 
profile for each student. With this 
information, the program adapts group 
activities and assigns personalized 

homework taking into account 
individual progress. This data will 
also be used at the time of the final 
evaluation for transition to the next 
level.

USE CASE 3
AUTOMATION IN EDUCATION
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A pandemic is affecting all five 
continents; no country is unaffected. 
To limit the spread of the virus, public 
health authorities have adopted strict 
confinement measures. As the number 
of infections decreases, governments 
decide to gradually deconfine their 
populations. One way to do this safely 
is to use a mobile application called 
ANTIV, which collects data on the 
health of individuals and records their 
movements and contacts. ANTIV then 
automatically evaluates the user’s risk 
of infection. It enables authorities to 
investigate cases of contamination 
after the fact, and then to warn if a 
citizen has been in contact with an 
infected person. Hakim, a delivery 
man for a supermarket chain, uses 

ANTIV. With the pandemic, the volume 
of deliveries is very high and Hakim 
no longer counts his working hours. 
During a delivery, he injures his ankle. 
Worried, he immediately goes to the 
nearest hospital. At the entrance, the 
triage department checks his risk 
of infection in the application. He 
presents a high level of risk because 
of his many contacts during deliveries. 
Even if he has no symptoms, he could 
be a carrier of a virus infecting other 
patients in the hospital. Since the 
injury does not appear to be critical, 
the hospital refuses him admission to 
the emergency room and sends him 
home.

USE CASE 4
ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE TO MANAGE  
HEALTH CRISES
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Mei and Pablo want to build a house. An 
architect shows them the latest model 
of eco-friendly houses: smart and 
ecological. As the couple is sensitive 
to the environmental cause, they like 
the idea. So they ask for more details. 
The architect explains that the house 
will use AI systems to optimize energy 
consumption, water use, household 
waste treatment and even natural 
light. Not only will they save money by 
reducing their energy consumption, 
but their impact on the environment 
will be minimal. Enthusiastic, Mei and 
Pablo talk about it with a friend who 
works in an environmental protection 
organization. Their friend’s response 
surprises them: “Have you thought 
about the environmental impact of the 

smart appliances in your eco-friendly 
home? This starts with the exploitation 
of scarce resources used to make 
these electronic devices, which 
have a short lifespan. These devices 
also need to be replaced regularly, 
which generates a lot of polluting 
waste … and that’s not to mention the 
astronomical energy consumption by 
the huge data centres to which the 
house will be connected!” Mei and 
Pablo then decide to rethink their 
options.

USE CASE 5
COMBATING CLIMATE CHANGE
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Sofia is active on social media. 
She and her friends regularly share 
articles on various topics. One day, 
she receives a message from her 
friend José that says “You should really 
read this,” followed by the title of an 
article that peaks her interest: “The 
earth is square. A disturbing truth.” 
Sceptical yet curious, she clicks on 
the link. The article is well written, 
the publishing site Lesvraisnews.com 
is well designed, but she is not quite 
convinced. “We would know if the earth 
wasn’t round,” she thinks to herself. 
The following day, when she logs on to 
her favourite social network, she sees 
many articles on the same subject 
scrolling through her news feed: “Did 
you know the earth is square?”, “We 

are being lied to: 10 reasons to believe 
the earth is square” and “Why the earth 
isn’t round: the truth in one video.” 
Indeed, the algorithm from the social 
media site on which she read the very 
first article on that topic recorded her 
interest on the topic. Then, to provide 
her with personalized content based 
on her preferences, the algorithm 
continued to suggest similar articles. 
Sofia begins to wonder. She spends 
the following days reading all the 
articles in her news feed. One week 
later, Sofia writes to her friend Lenû 
“Read this! We should ask ourselves 
these questions” with an article 
entitled “10 facts about how the earth 
is square.”

USE CASE 6
MISINFORMATION AND SOCIAL MEDIA
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This morning, Selma was a little 
anxious when she arrived at Toronto 
Airport (Canada) because she speaks 
neither English nor French. In the 
end, it went well. Thanks to the 
ULangAI automated voice translation 
application, she was able to make 
herself understood by the customs 
officer, who did not know a word 
of Arabic. Equipped with voice 
recognition and language processing, 
the application instantly translates 
what is said aloud over the phone. 
After a long walk through the city 
streets, she enters the Xin Shanghai 
restaurant where she is greeted by 
Li. Li is a Chinese student who had 
chosen Canada to learn English she 
didn’t know and had arrived from Suzhu 
just three weeks ago. She was working 
as a waitress to finance her studies. 

Selma wanted a vegetarian dish, but 
Li didn’t understand her request and 
just showed her the pictures on the 
menu. But Selma had the solution to 
this small communication problem; 
confidently, she took out her phone 
and opened the ULangAI application. 
She was disappointed that there 
was no translation from Arabic into 
Mandarin. In fact, Li’s first language 
was Wu, one of the most widely spoken 
languages in China after Mandarin. 
Selma eventually gestured to show 
that she did not eat meat, and Li 
understood this language.

USE CASE 7
AI AND LANGUAGE PRESERVATION
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CONCLUSION

The Open Dialogue on AI Ethics overcame 
major challenges: creating the first 
international civic conversation on AI 
Ethics while converting face-to-face 
deliberations into a completely online 
process (because of the COVID-19 
pandemic).

We hope that UNESCO’s experts can be 
inspired by the rich feedback from a very 
diverse set of participants. The ODAI could 
allow UNESCO to discover perspectives 
from a variety of age groups, geographical 
origins, professional backgrounds, level of 
expertise on AI, cultural communities and 
minorities.

Translating high-level principles for various 
fields of practice remains one of today’s 
most important challenges in AI ethics. 
In line with this, the ODAI’s goal is to help 
UNESCO make its theoretical and practical 
ethical framework even more pertinent  
and applicable.

We delivered the present report 
for the second version of the Draft 
Recommendation. Beyond that, we will 
publish in 2020 another detailed analysis of 
all the contributions we gathered. We hope 
to share and disseminate a vivid illustration 
of how collective intelligence could help 
shape tomorrow’s AI governance.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1 -  
List of Workshops

Open Dialogue on AI Ethics - 2020 

Appendix 

Appendix 1 - List of Workshops 

 

Workshop 
code Date Location Facilitator Note-taker 

  Country Last name First name Last name  First name 

PIL0 19/06 Canada Auger Christian Normand Louis 

DEL9 09/08 

International 

Bonami Beatrice Mubaiwa Kudzai 

Herchak Katelynne   

Ebadi Bushra   

Akogo Darlington   

Yaa Owusu Nadia Nana   

Dureid Muzna   

DEL11 11/08 Herchak Katelynne Ebadi Bushra 

CAMPIA1 21/07 

Canada  
 

Algora Lab 

   
Inven_T 

Institut 
Philosophie 
Citoyenneté 

Jeunesse  

CAMPIA2  
22/07  

Algora Lab 

   
Inven_T 

Institut 
Philosophie 
Citoyenneté 

Jeunesse  

SUI1 03/08  
Switzerland 

Thelisson Eva   
SUI2  04/08 

BEL2  07/08 Belgium 
Ruzette Antoine 
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d'Aspremont Quentin 

CAN1 26/07 

Canada 
 

Virginie Soffer Lanteigne Camylle 

CAN2 30/07 Fullerton Marni   

CAN4 31/07  Noiseau Pauline Salazar Gomez Fatima Gabriela 

CAN5 27/07 
Barber Amee   

CAN6 29/07 

CAN7  4/08 Paprica Alison Lanteigne Camylle 

CAN9  07/08 Paprica Alison Shaw Jay 
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CHI1  03/08 China Cheng Taoli Yu Yingchao 

IND1  

India 

Sai Krishna Gottipati Tejas Khot 

102 
 

95



Open Dialogue on AI Ethics - 2020 

IND2  05/08 Chaudhary Archana Singh Nishant 
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Kim Dongwoo 

Ly Tracy 
Rodriguez Daniela 

SEN1  05/08 Senegal Diouf Dominique Florez Echaiz Lucia 
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MEX1 29/07 
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Bermolen Paola 
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Appendix 2 -  
Index of Notions
Note to facilitators: This index allows 
linking easily each one of the points 
addressed by the UNESCO’s draft 
recommendation to the ethical issues 
identified.

Accountability 27, 41, 42, 45, 94, 97

Agency (cf. Empowerment) 

Autonomy 13, 21, 47, 50, 71, 97

Awareness 32, 47, 50, 70, 73, 75

Cooperation 44, 47, 48, 51, 55, 56, 58, 62, 73, 79, 80, 81, 82,  
 83, 84, 86d, 89, 93, 101, 102b, 103, 106, 108, 109

Creativity 1, 12, 63, 64 

Credibility 16

Dignity 9, 10, 15, 23, 24, 31, 57, 111

Diversity 2c, 13, 30, 46, 47, 57, 60, 61, 63, 67, 72, 105

Data 31, 32, 37, 45, 47, 59, 76, 81, 87, 99, 100, 101, 104

Education 32, 50, 55, 63, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73

Employment 50, 51, 52, 53, 72, 95

Empowerment 13, 21, 31, 32, 47, 50, 53, 71

Environment 15, 18, 19, 57, 65, 95

Equality 12, 45, 83

Equity, Social Justice 12, 35, 47, 67, 73, 83

Ethics 27, 41, 43, 48, 50, 56, 57, 58, 65, 66, 67, 74, 75, 79,  
 80, 83, 85, 87, 88, 95, 101, 102, 103, 104, 108

Evaluation 27, 34, 56, 57, 58, 59, 83, 90, 95, 102a

Explainability 36, 37, 38, 86b, 91, 92, 95

Flourishing 12, 23, 24, 53

Freedoms, Fundamental Freedoms 11, 98

Governance  10, 31, 33, 34, 58, 59, 66, 85, 86, 104

Soft  34, 57

Hard 34
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Human Rights 11, 24, 95, 98

Humanity 1, 2, 4, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24, 57, 111

Inclusion 12, 13, 15, 24, 30, 33, 35, 45, 47, 53, 67, 70, 73,  
 77, 86, 95, 105

Interconnectedness 6, 14, 15, 62, 67

Interdisciplinarity 62, 67, 72, 78, 86, 95

Monopoles 2c, 54, 64, 87

Oversight 27, 28, 32, 34, 49, 56, 57, 58, 59, 66, 78, 83, 88,  
 90, 95, 99, 102, 105

Privacy 31, 59, 76, 98, 99, 100, 104

Proportionality, Adequacy 26, 33, 59, 95

Research 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 82, 83, 92, 102

Responsibility 27, 28, 40, 41, 42, 45, 94, 97

Safety 39, 40  

Science 2, 6, 67, 78

Security  39, 40

Social Harmony 14, 45, 62, 77

Non-violence 15

Solidarity  (cf. Interconnectedness)  

Sustainable development 18, 19, 23, 29, 65

Training 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73

Transparency 36, 37, 38, 50, 42, 86, 91, 93, 103

Trust 16, 17, 36, 37, 86, 90, 91, 92, 93, 95, 96, 97, 98,  
 99, 105

Vulnerability 24, 32, 104, 105

Well-being 18, 100

Credits: Designed by the research team  
of Algora Lab and of Mila Quebec Artificial  
Intelligence Institute (July 2020)
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