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Aim is to experiment with ways of bringing scientists and
publics together to explore, anticipate and act on the
ethical challenges associated with the future of discovery
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Artificial Intelligence:
Real Public Engagement

Bringing the public into the ethics of science and Al
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How do people feel about Al? //////
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Bringing the public into questions of
trustworthy Al

1. An ecosystem of trust

2. Trust: What, Who and Why
3. A culture of tust




Trustworthy Al
should be:

- Lawful

- Ethical
- Technically and

socially robust
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Trust in socio-technical systems

While “Trust” is usually not a property ascribed to
machines, this document aims to stress the
importance of being able to trust not only in the fact
that Al systems are legally compliant, ethically
adherent and robust, but also that such trust can be
ascribed to all people and processes involved in the Al

system’s life cycle.
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“Maintaining public trust
over the safe and secure use
of their data is paramount to
the successful widespread
deployment of Al and there
is no better exemplar of this
than personal health data.”
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HOUSE OF LORDS

Select Committee on Artificial Intelligence

Report of Session 2017-19

Al in the UK:

ready, willing and
able?




"...currently Al ethics overloads the notion of trust
and trustworthiness and turns it into an umbrella
term for an inconclusive list of things deemed
"good"”

(Reinhardt 2022)




Trust and trustworthiness

aa =

Trust usually related to specific things as a 3 part relation: A trusts
B to do X (/with valued item C/ in domain D)

More than ‘mere’ reliance (acting on the supposition that

Trust and the Goldacre Review: why trusted research
environments are not about trust

something or someone will behave as we expect it to)

Trust and trustworthinesss

Before and beyond trust: reliance in medical Al ’
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An ‘ecosystem’ of trust in Al

e Trust essential feature of social and economic interaction

* Means of dealing with uncertainty, vulnerability and social
complexity

“Citizens fear being left powerless in defending their rights and
safety when facing the information asymmetries of algorithmic
decision-making, and companies are concerned by legal
uncertainty. While Al can help protect citizens' security and enable
them to enjoy their fundamental rights, citizens also worry that Al
can have unintended effects or even be used for malicious

purposes... lack of trust is a main factor holding back a broader
uptake of Al.”(EU white paper on Al, 2020)
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Who is trusted (and by whom)?




Trust in Al: Whom do people trust?

e Queensland/KPMG study 2023 on trust in
organisations responsible for developing and
implementing Al across 17 countries

—50% high or complete confidence in universities and
research institutions

— 38% technology companies
— 33% national government

* When people are confident in entities to develop and
govern Al, they are more likely to trust in Al systems

» Trust is a key driver of Al acceptance
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Trustin
Artificial
Intelligence

A global study




Trust in data

Health systems and academic researchers are trusted more wit
health and genomic data than private sector researchers and
governments

Levels of trust vary internationally

* Trust is a strong predictor of someone’s willingness for data
about them to be used (or to make data about themselves
available

Trustin
organisations

(Central)
Government

Social media
companies

Big
technology
companies
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Analyzing genomic data across populations is central to understanding the role of genetic factors in health and discase. Successful data
sharing relics on public support, which requies atention to peopl the world that are Abstract

then subsequently shared with others for research. However, studies of such public perceptions are geographically limited and do not
enable comparison. This paper presents results from a very large public survey on attitudes toward genomic data sharing. Data from
36,268 individuals actoss 22 countries (gathered in 15 languages) are presented. In general, publics actoss the world do not appear to

Trust may be important in shaping public attitudes to genetics and intentions to participate in genomics research and big data
initiatives. As such, we examined trust in data sharing among the general public. A cross-sectional online survey collected
responses from representative publics in the USA. Canada. UK and Australia (n=8967). Participants were most likely to
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Genomic data

How much trust people place in different organisations varies
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How much people said
that they trust differed
across countries.

Company researchers were
trusted less than university
researchers, but the gap
was bigger for respondents
from the United Kingdom
and Brazil than the United
States or Pakistan.

\0 Respondents from India were much more likely to trust a range of organisations than anywhere else.

https://www.gadgh.org/news item/public-attitudes-for-genomic-policy-

brief-trust-and-trustworthiness/

Source OR (95% ClI)
Trust = Yes
Argentina 4.81[3.54; 6.54]
Australia 4.34 [3.39; 5.55]
Belgium 6.17 [4.18; 9.11]
Brazil 3.34 [2.62; 4.27]
Canada 4.87[4.16;5.71]
China 3.22[2.74; 3.77]
Egypt 2.59 [1.95; 3.46]
France 4.32[3.15; 5.91]
Germany 6.78 [5.05; 9.12]
India 0.73[0.47; 1.14] ——
Italy 4.36 [3.37; 5.64]
Japan 2.80[2.45; 3.21]
Mexico 4.53[3.51; 5.85] i
Pakistan 2.06 [1.58; 2.70] —-
Poland 5.00 [4.18; 5.98] X 3
Portugal 3.41[2.84;4.10] E B
Russian Federation 3.68 [2.72; 4.97] —M—
Spain 4.29 [3.37; 5.47] i
Sweden 3.97 [2.94; 5.36] —-
Switzerland 4.96 [3.03; 8.14] —i—
United Kingdom  4.43[3.80; 5.15] B
United States 5.92[4.82; 7.27] .
Total 3.85[3.34; 4.44] <
Heterogeneity: /: =174.02 (P < .01), I = 88%
| l | |
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Willingness to donate: OR (95% CI)
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People vary in their propensity to trust

Younger generations, the university
educated, and men from emerging
economies are more likely to trust Al 1.004
systems (Gillespie et al. 2023)
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Judging trustworthiness

“trust is valuable only when directed to agents
and activities that are trustworthy.” (O’Neill 2018)




Global Country
Average

Q.

Which two or three of the
following attributes, if any, are
most important to you when
deciding whether or not to trust
an organisation or institution?

Ipsos Global Trustworthiness Monitor 2022 - 16017 adults aged
16/18-74 in 21 countries (ca. 500 or 1000 per country), interviewed
online 26 August — 9 September 2022

Online samples in Brazil, mainfand China, India, Saudi Arabia,
South Africa and Turkey tend to be more urban, educaled, and/or
affluent than the general population.

The “Global Country Average” reflects the average result for all the
countries where the survey was conducled. It has not been
adjusted to the population size of each country or market and is not
infended to suggest a lotal result.

22 © Ipsos | Global Trustworthiness Monitor | January 2023

If it is reliable/keeps its promises

If it is open and transparent about
what it does

If it behaves responsibly

If it provides good value for price

If it is environmentally sustainable

If it provides good customer service

If it is good at what it does

If it does what it does with the best of
intentions

If it shares my values

If it is well led

If it would try to take advantage of me
if it could

Ipsos & B



If it is open and transparent about
what it does
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Reasons for trusting health tech companies with health data, among those who do

Statistics
M Age groups 55+ Trust health tech? Yes
[ ¢gg groups 35-54 Trust health tech?

Familiar to me

&l ¢ge groups 18-34 Trust health tech?
es

Share my values

Open about what they do |

They would not take advantage
Reliable and keep promises
Behave responsibly

Good at what they do |E——

Generally have good intentions

Kavli Centre for
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Statistics

Reasons why one would trust health technology companies with health data, among those who do not
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The qualities of trustworthy Al

* Principles of transparency, accountability, fairness

accord with the value of responsibility, openness
and keeping promises for trustworthiness

« Emphasised in both quant (e.g. Gillespie et al.
2023; Turing/Ada Lovelace 2023) and qualitative
work (e.g. CDEI 2022, AAAS 2021)

« But how they play out may vary by domain of
application and by socio-cultural context

Word cloud of respon in Al systems
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Cultures of Trust




Trustworthy and Responsive Al

* In some accounts, trustworthiness involves being appropriately
responsive to the reason to do what you are being depended on to

do

— Trustworthiness is expressed in action when activated by being counted on. To
be trustworthy with respect to A in D thus requires that B be capable of
recognizing that A is counting on her and, roughly, what they are counting on

her for. (Jones 2012)
* Requires a level of awareness and reflexivity

— to be fully trustworthy, we need to have a clear vision of what it is that others
are trusting us to do, what we are able to offer them, and how social relations
may shape our relationship of trust (Potter 2002:27-28)

— Challenge for Al tools (cf CDEI 2022 work on Al Governance)
— But also for the Al ‘ecosystem’

« And effectively signalling this to the trustee




What is it we are being counted upon to do? Building a
trust culture

« Establishing effective trust relations is central to aligning Al with societal
values and goals
— We know a lot about who is trusted (or not) to develop Al = FORTUNE

— We know something (conceptually and empirically) about what it might be to be
trustworthy to the public

— We know little about trust as a responsive system

* Focus on closer and responsive trust relationships between the Al
ecosystem and the public

— Terms and limits of trust — align and evolve expectations about when and why trust is
needed (including when it's not) and what trusting and being trusted involves

— Signals of trust — understand which shared cues we can use to identify both when an
individual, organization or system can be expected to respond (be trustworthy) but also
so that individuals/organisations/systems know when they are being trusted (rather than
relied upon)

— Acting on trust — what kinds of organizations, systems and governance are able to
respond and adapt appropriately when they are being trusted KaviiCentrefor

and the Public

— Challenges that require iterative engagement, communication and deliberation
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