AI
— Case Study I
A company based in Silicon Valley is known to invest heavily in AI research. Recently, they came up with a state-of-the-art Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) which is able to generate hyper-realistic human faces. The program can come up with a human face of a specific sex, race, and age.
The applications of GANs is rising and so is the risk of misinformation spread through their use. In this day and age when fake content is so prevalent, GANs pose a significant challenge to the efforts already underway to combat misinformation. This X does not exist is a website which compiles a list of popular GANs. Most of them are quite harmless, however, this person does not exist raises critical ethical concerns.
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Figure 2: StyleGAN developed by NVIDIA. All these faces are “fake.” Or are they?
What are the benefits and risks of harm that could be created by this project?
As I wrote earlier, the US has a relatively greater focus on R&D. Such a project may receive further funding in hopes that the faces generated by this program would replace the training data needed for other facial recognition algorithms. At the same time, the risk of fake identities could increase, with people pretending to be someone who closely matches their facial features.
In the EU, however, due to stricter regulations, a similar project may never become widespread. Other machine learning algorithms could then be trained only on “real” faces, which in turn may lead to privacy issues. In this scenario, it is important for data practitioners to follow ethical data storage practices. There have already been numerous instances where people’s pictures were downloaded without their consent and then used for AI experiments.
— Case Study II
A start-up X in Washington, Seattle wants to join the e-commerce industry. Recently, X recruited a lot of talented computer science graduates from the University of Washington and built a novel pair-matching algorithm to match consumers and products. When X did an anonymous survey of their product, they found that most of the participants prefer their product over the product of company Y, which currently dominates the e-commerce industry. However, due to a lack of data and consumers, X has trouble flourishing.
My last post discussed the concept of large datasets as a barrier to entry for AI start-ups. As described in Furman et al. [7], businesses that rely on a network of users with sustained interconnectivity, be it direct (in case of Facebook) or indirect (in case of Amazon), have an advantage over the entrants in the same industry.
How are the stakeholders impacted in the two economies? What are the most relevant ethical issues here?
The biggest stakeholders are the competitors and their respective customers. Even though both the US and the EU have antitrust laws in place, the two regions have drifted in terms of antitrust regulations since the beginning of the century [8]. Due to considerable lobbying, corporations in the US enjoy “leniency in antitrust enforcement” while the ones in the EU are generally more competitive [9].
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure 3: FANG + Microsoft dominate the US tech industry as well as investments in AI. 
Therefore, the US is less likely to adopt data portability policies which allow the sharing of data within competitors. This would hinder the growth of newcomers in any industry that is dominated by a monopoly (search engine) or an oligopoly (ride sharing). In our case study specifically, the start-up may struggle to stay relevant and attract more customers because the incumbent is aware of the preferences of a larger customer base. This also has the potential of causing discriminatory marketing practices to target groups of people who cannot afford the product.
In the EU, data sharing would be accompanied by a myriad of data storage and privacy issues. It is important that the companies develop a mitigation strategy in case an unauthorized third-party gets access to the customer data.
— Case Study III
A CEO, who holds dual citizenship in the EU and the US, frequently travels between her workplace (US) and her home (EU). Recently, some rumors about her personal life have surfaced the internet, and this has severely affected the reputation of her company. She is hoping to find a way to take the rumors down, but she is constrained by the policies of the two places she resides in.
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Figure 4: According to Bertram et al. [11], Google had received 2.4 million requests to delist links in the first three years of Right to be Forgotten. | Image Source
In May 2014, the European Court of Justice introduced the “Right to be Forgotten” to give people more control over their personal data. It allows Europeans to request a search engine, say Google, to delist specific links from its search results [11]. The search engine is not obliged to entertain every delisting request. It gauges whether a person’s privacy rights outweigh the interest of the public in relation to the concerned search results.
It is interesting to note that the right to be forgotten does not apply outside Europe, so even for Europeans, the search results in the US remain unchanged.
Is there any harm to transparency and autonomy in society?
The two concepts are closely related and often go hand in hand. Vallor et al. [2] define transparency as the ability to see how a given social system or institution works. On the other hand, autonomy is the ability to take charge of one’s own life.
The adoption of the right to be forgotten in the EU promotes a greater sense of autonomy in that an individual can get their personal data deleted if the data is justifiably inaccurate, irrelevant or excessive. However, this is tricky because the search engine itself, not an independent third party, is responsible for determining whether to delist the requested links.
Search engine companies carry a lot of power already and having them decide on the delisting requests can lead to “personal, social, and business” damages [2]. We are left to wonder whether establishing an unbiased agency to process the requests should have been the logical next step after introducing the right.
Are there any downstream impacts?
In the US, the right to be forgotten is largely inadmissible because it might restrict the citizens’ freedom of speech. Overall, this could lead to a more transparent society, albeit at the expense of less autonomy over personal data appearing on the search results. As an extreme side effect of this situation, companies may lose lots of “relevant” data which they could have otherwise used to train their AI algorithms.

Conclusion
As we have seen the three case studies above, the US and the EU focus on different aspects of AI policy. The US promotes a liberal notion of free markets in addition to furthering public R&D in the industry. The EU has tighter regulations but wishes to maintain its competitive edge in the field of AI. Unlike the US, the EU does not want to offload the regulatory responsibilities onto the private sector.
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Taehwan and I had assumed that more regulations on the development and use of AI would cause fewer issues. However, the case studies tell a different story. Each strategy raises its own set of ethical concerns. Investing in GANs, for example, might mean choosing between data privacy issues and fake identities. In the case of a data-driven market, the regulators need to gauge whether to enforce data portability practices to break up a monopoly.
— The Path Forward
The aforementioned (extreme) scenarios are avoidable with a plan which takes input from a diverse group of stakeholders. The strategies proposed by the two regions are comprehensive but, as Cath et al. [6] argue, answering the following question is going to be key in shaping the perfect policy.
What is the human project for the mature information societies of the twenty-first century?
The paper offers a two-pronged approach to developing a clear understanding of our vision for an AI society. Firstly, the authors suggest the creation of an independent council which mediates between the different stakeholders, including the government and the corporations. Secondly, they ask that human dignity be put at the center of all decisions. In essence, this is done to ensure that the interests of the most vulnerable stakeholders are considered in decision making.
There is no question that a massive collaborative effort is needed to realize this ambitious plan. However, we can draw inspiration from similar undertakings, such as the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) [13], in our recent past. The EU and the US would still need their own AI policies, but at least discussing their priorities could help them reach some common ground.
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