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Introduction 
 

Ethical Challenges of Artificial Intelligence and New Technologies 

Today, artificial intelligence and other new technologies are entering the everyday life 
of all people at a pace that is hardly followed by reflection on the possible consequences 
of this implementation, let alone a thought that could properly guide the development 
of systems in the future. Along with the development and use of advanced systems, 
important questions are being raised today that require careful consideration. Our 

conference aims to address some of these. 

 

About the Centre for Human-Centred Artificial Intelligence and the Ethics of 
New Technologies 

The Centre for Human-Centred Artificial Intelligence and the Ethics of New Technologies 
focuses on interdisciplinary research of the ethical aspects of artificial intelligence (AI) 
and other new technologies. It is part of the University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Theology, 

and brings together researchers from various fields.  

The Centre is committed to an in-depth dialogue between the humanities and other 
sciences involved in developing technologies that are increasingly affecting our lives.  

The main aims of the Centre include: 

• forming an interdisciplinary platform for research of the ethical and social 
challenges of AI and other new technologies,  

• supporting the careers of early-stage researchers focusing on the mentioned 
research questions, 

• providing a knowledge platform supporting policy-makers and decision-makers, 

• establishing international collaboration with similar institutions, 

• and presenting key issues, challenges, and research result to the wider public and 
thus foster increased awareness of important ethical aspects of the use of AI and 
other new technologies. 

Website: https://ethics-ai.eu 

The Centre is co-funded by the John Templeton Foundation and The Ian Ramsey Centre 
for Science and Religion (University of Oxford) as part of the New Horizons for Science 
and Religion in Central and Eastern Europe project. 

 

Vojko Strahovnik and Jonas Miklavčič 
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About the project Theology, digital culture and the challenges of 
human-centered artificial intelligence 
Janez Vodičar 
 

According to researchers and critical observers from various fields, the digital revolution 
represents greater challenges than any other in human history, causing even faster 
changes that occur simultaneously and globally. The digital world has become a new 
‘life world’, which has seen a transformation of space, – the so-called virtual ubiquity – 
and time – a ‘virtual omnipresence’ within the ‘social acceleration’. All of this has 
resulted in new concepts of reality and truth, which, in turn, strongly influence the 
theological discourse. The purpose of our research is not to find a panoramic view of 
the digitalization process, but to evaluate it through the prism of a theological view. Just 
like at the emergence of industrialization, the Catholic social doctrine succeeded in 
establishing four basic principles for a Christian assessment of social conditions 
(personal dignity, the common good, solidarity, and subsidiarity), we would like to find 
answers to the new challenges posed by the age of digitalization. The values promoted 
by the digitalization process derive in many ways from the Judeo-Christian 
enlightenment, which both championed the importance of the individual, personal 
development, the freedom of choice, and the equality of all people. In view of all this, 
we could sensibly connect the four foundations of the Catholic social doctrine with the 
possibilities offered by digital culture: dissemination with the principle of the common 
good, transparency with solidarity, individuality with the dignity of each person, and 
democracy or the possibility of active participation with subsidiarity. When developing 
digital theology, we must answer the questions, such as ‘What happens when digital 
tools are used in theology or when theological tools are used in the digital world?’. We 
will be interested in a two-way process of researching: on the one hand, theology serves 
as an optics through which we analyze digital culture, and on the other hand, digital 
culture serves as an optics through which we observe theology. Another area that needs 
ethical reflection in modern times, however, is the use of artificial intelligence. Today, 
artificial intelligence systems make decisions for us, but unfortunately, due to their 
complex nature, their operation is incomprehensible to humans. The project focuses on 
researching the impact of non-transparent operations on trust in AI systems, on the 
issue of accountability, and on the human-centeredness of artificial intelligence. The 
main goals of the project are to conduct a preliminary empirical research/survey in 
practical disciplines to identify key areas for the use of digital tools in religious practice; 
to comprehensively analyse of the social impact of digitalization and the use of 
artificially intelligent systems, in particular in relation to theology and ethics; to design 
a novel framework for understanding human-centeredness, transparency, and trust 
(regarding new technology) from an interdisciplinary perspective (theology, philosophy, 
anthropology,…), both on the general as well as case-specific level; and to develop key 
ethical guidelines for digitalization and trustworthy AI.1 

 

 
1 The author acknowledges that the project Theology, digital culture, and the challenges of human-centered 
artificial intelligence (n. J6-4626) is financially supported by the Slovenian Research Agency 
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Transparency and Explainability Problem of Artificial Intelligence 
Decision-Making Systems 
Vojko Strahovnik, Jonas Miklavčič 
 

In artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML), the “transparency problem” (the 
term “opacity problem” is also used, as is the label »black box«) deals with the case that 
we supposedly have no proper insight into the “decision-making” processes of (some) 
algorithms and that the details regarding contents, calculations, and procedures of such 
AI algorithms cannot be meaningfully understood by humans.2 Such algorithm 
implementations are given a certain amount of input data and use it to produce an 
output, i.e. some specific classification or decision. More complex algorithms lack 
transparency in the sense that when we receive their output (e.g., the classification 
decision), we do not know how and why it was produced or selected (or if bias was 
embedded in the process itself) (Zhou & Chen 2018). The project will address the 
principal aspect of the transparency problem and questions related to explainability and 
genuine opacity (as opposed to the opacity that is due to secrecy (e.g. states or 
companies not revealing algorithmic models, i.e. algorithms, the scope of their use 
and/or data used) or opacity that is due to technical illiteracy; Burrell 2016). The core of 
the problem stems from the fact that AI and ML decision-making algorithms often prove 
difficult to understand even for those that program them (Mittelstadt et al. 2016) and 
that what causes these difficulties is not only the length of codes, the number of people 
writing the code, and the multitude of interlinkages between modules and 
subordinates, but also the continuous changes in the logic of an algorithm’s decision-
making process as it learns from training data, which makes tracking and interpretation 
(including explanation) extremely difficult, if not impossible. 

Why is the transparency problem relevant and important? Judgement and decision-
making are at the core of our evaluative practices and embedded in key social 
institutions. Transparency, explainability, interpretability, intelligibility, traceability, 
auditability, fairness, non-discrimination, incorruptibility, predictability, responsibility, 
etc. are all criteria that apply to humans or institutions performing social functions. 
When AI algorithms take on cognitive work with social dimensions and cognitive tasks 
previously performed by humans or institutions AI algorithms (i.e. use of them) inherit 
these social requirements, including the criteria mentioned above (Bostrom & 
Yudkowsky 2014). And given that the use of such systems is rising rapidly (from the 
processing of medical and health-related data, customer analysis and advertisement, 
political campaigns, scientific applications, human resources management, 
transportation, security applications, crime detection and prevention, development of 
lethal autonomous weapon systems, etc.) the mentioned challenge of how to 
implement and audit the criteria such as ones mentioned above becomes critical (Yeung 
& Lodge 2019). This general aspect is reflected in the most recent EU regulation and 

 
2 A note on terminology: we generally use the term algorithm as a shorter and simpler way for referring to the 
set that also includes things like decision-making or recommendation-making models or other particular 
implementations of algorithms for a particular task, including implementation and application of technology 
based on them, since such use is widespread across literature. When these distinctions are relevant, we point 
this out. 
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policy-guiding documents since transparency is included among seven key 
implementation requirements for trustworthy AI (comprising aspects of lawful, ethical 
and robust AI, transparency being embedded into all three aspects).3 

On the other hand, from the perspective of computer science and implementations of 
such decision-making algorithms, the oft-spread discourse about the dangers of AI itself, 
opacity of algorithms, biases and unfairness of such decision-making (Corbett-Davies et 
al. 2017; Berk 2018; Harkens 2019; Chouldechova et al. 2018; Cobbe 2019; Ledford 
2019) is often based on misunderstandings of AI algorithms or unrealistic expectations 
regarding such decision-making. It is vital to investigate the transparency and 
explicability of the decision-making algorithms from a perspective that will go beyond 
moral panic or superficial understanding of its aspects and emphasise the potential for 
an objective, unbiased and entirely transparent decision-making models within the 
constraints proper to both the logic of algorithms and reasonable ethical and legal 
principles that might be formulated for regulating it.  

From the perspective of ethics, the main research challenge is how to interrelate 
transparency and explainability of AI with concepts of trust, accountability, and 
responsibility (which were originally formulated in relation to human agency). Here 
general question regarding trust (types of trust, positive and negative factors of trust) 
and responsibility with particular issues raised by automated decision-making are 
interrelated. With the rise of the use of such automated systems, the importance of this 
research problem is highly significant and is bringing entirely new dimensions in the 
public space (starting with the fact that such systems are becoming very efficient and 
useful, which are often criteria that can override other considerations such as the rights 
of the individuals, injustice and unfairness, possible harm(s) caused etc.). Major theories 
of trust all emphasize that less transparency and more uncertainty are negative factors 
of trust and this includes trust in new technologies and agent utilizing such technologies 
in a specific context. Transparency problem for AI in particular calls for a 
reconceptualization of aspects of trust that are posited on human agency alone. AI 
algorithms can involve the manipulation of large volumes of personal and other data 
and/or making decisions that profoundly affect the lives of individuals — if they are non-
transparent, this makes it hard to detect mistakes (e.g. that have led to some harm) and 
furthermore identify and establish proper responsibility for the harm caused and 
accountability of all involved (Mittelstadt et al. 2016).  

From the perspective of epistemology and cognitive science, the transparency problem 
gave rise to new research perspective and investigations to understand the 
transparency of human decision-making since it is often used as a possible benchmark 
to be used for AI. This research aspect includes a general understanding of judgment 
and decision-making (as an important aspect of epistemic agency) as well as providing 

 
3 As e.g. indicated in the recent surge of strategic documents and guidelines focusing on this issues: Ethics 
Guidelines for Trustworthy AI (EU High-Level Expert Group, 8 April 2019): https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-
market/en/news/ethics-guidelines-trustworthy-ai; Data protection rules as a trust-enabler in the EU and beyond 
– taking stock. EC - Brussels, 2019 COM(2019) 374; https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0374&from=EN ; Commission Communication of 8 April 2019 on 
Building Trust in Human-Centric Artificial Intelligence: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-
market/en/news/communication-building-trust-human-centric-artificial-intelligence ; and in OECD Council 
Recommendation on AI: https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0449  

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/ethics-guidelines-trustworthy-ai
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/ethics-guidelines-trustworthy-ai
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0374&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0374&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/communication-building-trust-human-centric-artificial-intelligence
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/communication-building-trust-human-centric-artificial-intelligence
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0449
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proper ground for improvements/corrections of decision-making (biases, prejudice, 
cognitive illusions, epistemic bubbles, etc.). The question is how vast amount of 
background information (including possible implicit biases, prejudice, etc.) affect our 
judgment and decision-making and how experiential aspects of judgment and decision-
making inform its transparency and explainability. Research of explainability includes 
questions related to how people formulate, select, evaluate and communicate 
explanations. 

From the perspective of computer science, the main overall challenge is to understand 
what the requirement of transparency really means and how to design genuinely 
explainable AI systems. The commonly declared goal regarding the practice of AI is 
Trustworthy AI. A key component of Trustworthy AI is the ability of the system to explain 
its decisions. The system has to be capable of explaining its decisions and its reasoning 
in terms that are understandable to humans. This requires the system’s ability to 
automatically assess what is easy and what is difficult to understand by humans. What 
is required is computational methods for estimating difficulty for humans, and for 
generating human-friendly explanations. This involves research questions for which, in 
general, no really satisfactory answers exist. For example, ideally, we need a formal 
measure of comprehensibility. No good measures of this kind exist; this is one research 
question that is going to be addressed in this project.  

Another open research question involves computational methods for generating good 
explanations. What is a good explanation for humans, and how can it be obtained 
automatically? Usually, a good explanation is not a complete logical proof, even if such 
a proof was available. Rather, a good explanation is some kind of abstraction from a 
complete proof or other kind of derivation of solution. However, good explanatory 
abstractions depend on the user’s prior knowledge and understanding, which is hard to 
model and implement.  

From the legal perspective, the main research problem that will be addressed in the 
project is how to feasibly implement transparency and explainability and how to audit 
them in relation to regulation. EU is currently the leading actor in the movement for 
transparent, explainable, and human-centred AI and it already made several steps in 
relation to the regulation of this domain, while at the same time clearly recognizing the 
important role of AI for society in general and for its development. In General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR; in particular articles 22 and 13) it is stated that the 
regulation of AI includes “the right not to be subject to solely automated decision-
making except in certain situations” as well as specific transparency requirements on 
the use of automated decision-making, namely the obligation to inform about the 
existence of such decisions and to provide meaningful information and explain its 
significance and the envisaged consequences of the processing for the individual 
(Malgieri et al. 2017; Yeung & Lodge 2019).  

On the other hand, some scholars argue that there are several reasons to doubt the 
existence, scope, and feasibility of a ‘right to explanation’ as related to automated 
decision-making (Wacher et al 2017; 2019). How to frame these alleged rights and, even 
more importantly, how to frame and distribute responsibilities among different agents 
(governments, international organisations, business corporations, etc.) in relation to 
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these rights is one of the central unresolved problems (Wachter et al. 2018).  
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Abstracts 
 

 

Vojko Strahovnik 

Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Theology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia 

Ethics, Transparency, and Human Judgment 
 

Abstract: The “transparency problem” for artificial intelligence (AI) and machine 
learning (ML) concerns the claim that we supposedly have no usable insight into the 
decision-making of some algorithms. More complex algorithms are opaque in the sense 
that we do not know how and why a certain classification was produced. This is an in-
principle problem of not being able to track, understand, or audit the decisions made 
by such systems. This raises a series of ethical issues and concerns (among others). One 
strand of these debates contains the claim that such systems “inherit” criteria, norms, 
and standards that apply to human decision-makers, and transparency being one of 
them. This is one of the bases that gets utilized by the opponents of the more 
widespread use of such AI and ML systems. But, on the opposite side, there is a response 
in the form of a double standard argument (Zerilli et al. 2018). This double-standard 
argument is frequently being put forward against those that stress the significance of 
the transparency problem and its ethical and legal implications. The claim is that there 
is a double standard involved in the calls for more comprehensive transparency of AI-
based decision-making systems. It is based on the premise that we should not set higher 
standards for AI as we do for human decision-making. Such a double-standard − in the 
absence of other relevant considerations − is supposed to be indefensible. This initial 
premise is then often combined with a social intuitionist or hybrid model that sees 
human judgment and decision-making as fraught with the transparency problem. Thus, 
we should not set the bar for AI so high as to include full transparency, i.e. explainability, 
interpretability, auditability, etc. In the paper, I do not object to the initial double-
standard premise (although there might as well be considerations that would justify the 
difference in the standard), but I do question whether intuitionism model is the proper 
one to be used. 

 

 
Martin Justin 
Faculty of Arts, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia 

Is explainability necessary for trustworthiness?  
 

Abstract: AI technologies are understood to be opaque or non-transparent so that even 
their designers don’t understand some aspects of how they work. In recent years, these 
technologies have been implemented in decision-making processes in areas such as 
medicine, law, and insurance. But as many pointed out, using these technologies to 
make decisions that ultimately impact people’s lives seems to violate our ethical and 
institutional norms like transparency and accountability, in addition to diminishing our 
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ability to trust these institutions.  

One of the main responses to this problem in the literature is making these technologies 
understandable to human users. But simpler and understandable models tend to 
perform worse than complex ones. This is not desirable since these technologies are 
usually implemented because of their state-of-the-art performance. Thus, it seems we 
face a dilemma between using the best technologies available and using them ethically.  

In this paper, I will argue that, for some cases at least, there is a way to avoid this. I will 
argue that there is a distinction to be made between the opaqueness of AI systems and 
non-transparency of the decision-making processes. If that is the case, then it is possible 
that decision-making processes which contain opaque elements can still be transparent. 
My argument will proceed in the following way. In the first part of the paper, the 
problem of opaqueness will be presented in more detail. In the second part, I will take 
a closer look at the relationship between trust and transparency, asking in what sense 
is the transparency of a decision-making process a desideratum for trustworthiness. 
Then, I will show that this kind of transparency can be achieved despite opacity of some 
elements of the decision-making process. In the last part, some limitations, and possible 
counterexamples to this line of reasoning will be discussed. 

 

 

Luka Poslon 
Catholic University of Croatia (Digital healthcare ethics laboratory), Zagreb, Croatia 

Empowering trust by embedding fairness in medical AI algorithm 
 

Abstract: In this contribution, we will discuss the ethical implications of unfair medical 
AI algorithms and attempt to explain how fairness and equity should lead us to 
increased trust in medical AI. Although the concept of an unfair algorithm may seem like 
a contradiction, we are aware of examples of many discriminatory cases based on race 
and ethnicity in medical AI. 

Algorithmic fairness is an area at the intersection of machine learning and ethics with 
the main goal of embedding fairness and equity into the algorithm and evaluating 
existing biases in data. Algorithmic fairness is one of the many challenges of the research 
topic dedicated to investigating the application of algorithms during the patient 
monitoring process. This algorithm aims to predict the exact time that will prompt the 
medical team to respond quickly to patients at high risk of further deterioration who 
need to be transferred to the ICU within six hours. 

Such an algorithm might inadvertently result in harm to some specific group, for 
example, Asians, if the training database does not include a sufficient number of Asians, 
the algorithm could be inaccurate for them and have a lower sensitivity for a specific 
group of Asians. In addition, a lower positive predictive value for Asians could harm 
them, resulting in a higher number of false positives. Eventually, physicians will begin to 
ignore warning signs that patients are being transferred to the ICU, which could lead to 

fatal health outcomes. 

Although the existence of algorithmic biases is undeniable, we need to work toward fair 



 14 

medical AI so that physicians and patients can regain trust in medical AI. Such 
algorithmic solutions should not only be developed to make recommendations and 
predictions based on fairness and ethical values but also include procedures to reduce 
bias in the data. 

 

 

Jonas Miklavčič 

Faculty of Theology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia 

How AI transparency is explained? Different requirements hidden in the 
requirement for transparency 
 

Abstract: In recent years, we have seen an increasing number of documents from NGOs 
offering ethical guidelines for the use of AI systems, as well as proposals for the legal 
regulation of AI. All of them recognise transparency as a key ethical principle, but the 
term means different things in different documents, and some documents also use the 
term to refer to many different phenomena. In this paper we first present which 
phenomena are concerned and what terminology is used in relation to transparency 
requirement  in some NGO's ethical guidlines (e.g. UNESCO, OECD). We then show why, 
in my opinion, the best formulation of the transparency requirement can be found in 
the document produced by the High-Level Expert Group On Artificial Intelligence in 2018 
and why the one included in the AI Act produced by the European Commission in 2021 
is not optimal. Finally, I offer my suggestion on how to differentiate between the 
phenomena, all of which fall under the term transparency, and on how to better 
formulate the requirement for transparency that concerns the black-box problem. 

Key words: artificial intelligence, transparency, explainability, ethics, EU Commission 

 

 

Bojan Žalec 
University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Theology (Head of the Institute of Philosophy and 
Social Ethics), Slovenia 
 

Ethical Aspects of Transhumanism and Abortion: The Nature of Human, 
Person, Common Good, and Democracy 

Abstract: The author deals with the ethical aspects of transhumanism. It focuses on 
radical transhumanism. Its adherents claim that human intelligence can and should be 
improved or enhanced in a technological way, and that in this way human can create an 
intelligence that would be their product and therefore an artifact, but which would 
surpass them. The key questions to which consideration of the ethical aspects of radical 
transhumanism, and liberal eugenics as its form, leads us are the nature of human being, 
person, common good, and democracy. The author argues that this consideration shows 
that transhumanism and liberal eugenics are ethically and morally problematic. This 
indicates that the understanding of the nature of man, person and common good, on 
which transhumanism and liberal eugenics are founded or which they imply, is 
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inadequate. The fundamental flaw is a lack of understanding of the relational nature of 
human and the need to respect a being who is a person, or who can develop into a 
person, as a person from the very moment of their creation. In explaining the nature of 
true relationships, the author relies on Hartmut Rosa's theory of resonance. The 
author’s argumentation is based on the premise that resonance is an integral part of 
any true relationship, and the understanding of relationship as an essential constituent 
of man. On this ground, he presents another argument, the argument against abortion. 
This shows the kinship of the origin of the advocacy of radical transhumanism and 
abortion. 

 

 

Stjepan Štivić 
University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Theology, Slovenia 

Digital Twin and Ethical Dilemmas 
 

Abstract: Digital twin is part of the ubiquitous process of digitization and virtualisation 
of things, processes, situations and living beings. It aims to produce highly realistic 
models of real systems. Digital twin technology differs from digital copies or animated 
models in interaction with reality and with their physical counterparts. The concept of 
digital twin has been developed in industry and later it was extended to other areas 
such as economics or healthcare. In healthcare the idea of the digital twin raised up new 
challenges regarding interaction between a person and its digital simulation. In addition 
to its positive sides, this technology raises the question, what consequences the 
development of such a representation of a person may have. The aim of this text is to 
present the digital twin technology and the ethical dilemmas that it opens up in 
healthcare. 

Key words: digital twin, healthcare, ethical dilemmas, challenges, consequences 

 

 

Saša Horvat 
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What do AI, medicine and chess have in common? Issues in decision-making 
process 
 

Abstract: The unpredictable progress of artificial intelligence (AI) has affected all areas 
of society and human activity. Comparing the issues of decision making in medicine and 
professional chess, we will highlight certain moments that seem crucial for the further 
framing of this vague topic. The influence of AI in medicine is increasingly pronounced 
and is greeted with great enthusiasm, but also with caution. We are far from a clear 
situation on how, to what extent, and under what circumstances AI can or must 
influence physicians in their decisions about patient treatment and subsequent health 
care. On the other hand, AI is an indispensable part of the chess world at the 
professional level. While it is the "right hand" in preparing for tournament games, AI 
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must not participate in any way in decision making "over the board" (during the game). 
The recent unprecedented scandal (Carlsen and Niemann) that shook the chess world 
speaks to the high ethical level of playing without the help of AI. However, the incident 
also showed how endangered these ethical principles are. In medicine, the stakes in a 
decision are incomparably higher than in chess. Nevertheless, the relationship already 
developed between chess players and AI could provide certain insights for the 
development of a collaborative relationship between physicians and AI. By comparing 
these two separate worlds in which AI has already gained a foothold, we hope to gain 
certain clues for the development of an ethics of decision making. 
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We shape AI, and AI shapes us - philosophical and theological considerations 
on AI’s algorithmic determinism 
 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is increasingly becoming a ubiquitous and autonomous force 
transforming our society and how people interact with the world around them and each 
other. Its staggering development and widespread raise ethical debates and concerns 
over AI’s broad social impacts, especially given the impressive social transformation 
potential that AI has already shown. This work discusses AI’s algorithmic determinism 
as a force of social transformation in relation to the thinking of two 20th-century 
philosophers, both prominent scholars in the field of media ecology: Jacques Ellul and 
Marshal McLuhan. AI’s transformative potential on both social and individual levels is 
analyzed to determine to what extent AI is acting as a self-augmenting, deterministic 
force engineering the world on its own terms (as implied by Ellul) and if we as individuals 
are exposed to having our cognitive and intellectual faculties altered by AI (in 
accordance with McLuhan’s theory of technology as extensions of man). Finally, this 
work turns to Christian anthropology in search of a liberating perspective on man’s 
relationship with technology in general and AI in particular, one that enables individual 
responsibility and empowers human control while also minimizing the deterministic 
potential of artificial intelligence. 

 



 17 

NOTES:  
_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________



 18 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

 
 
 



Na kratko o konferenci/General information 

 

Mednarodna konferenca 
ETIČNI IZZIVI UMETNE INTELIGENCE IN NOVIH TEHNOLOGIJ 

Ljubljana, 25. oktober 2022 
Teološka fakulteta, Poljanska cesta 4, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenija 

 
International conference 

ETHICAL CHALLENGES OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND NEW TECHNOLOGIES 
Ljubljana, October 25th, 2022 

Faculty of Theology, Poljanska cesta 4, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenija 
 

Organizacija/Organization 
Teološka fakulteta, Univerza v Ljubljani 

Faculty of Theology, University of Ljubljana  
Center za na človeka osrediščeno umetno inteligenco in etiko novih tehnologij 

Centre for Human-Centred Artificial Intelligence and the Ethics of New Technologies 
 

Program. odbor/Program committee Organiz. odbor/Organizing committee 

Vojko Strahovnik (predsednik/president), 
Univerza v Ljubljani/University of Ljubljana  

Janez Vodičar, Univerza v 
Ljubljani/University of Ljubljana 

Jonas Miklavčič, Univerza v 
Ljubljani/University of Ljubljani 

Jonas Miklavčič (predsednik/president), 
Univerza v Ljubljani/University of Ljubljana  

Stjepan Štivić, Univerza v 
Ljubljani/University of Ljubljana 

 
Finančna podpora/Financial Aid 

Projekt Teologija, digitalna kultura in izzivi na človeka osrediščene umetne inteligence, št. J6-4626 
sofinancira Javna agencija za raziskovalno dejavnost Republike Slovenije iz državnega proračuna. 

The authors acknowledge the project Theology, digital culture, and the challenges of human-centered 
artificial intelligence, n. J6-4626, is financially supported by the Slovenian Research Agency. 

The Center is co-funded by the John Templeton Foundation and The Ian Ramsey Center for Science and 
Religion (University of Oxford) as part of the New Horizons for Science and Religion in Central and 

Eastern Europe project. 

 
Teološka fakulteta/Faculty of Theology 

Ljubljana, oktober 2022 

Uredila/Editors: Jonas Miklavčič, Vojko Strahovnik 

Prelom /Layout: Vojko Strahovnik 

Slika na naslovnici/frontcover: ©Vojko Strahovnik 
 


	Introduction
	Ethical Challenges of Artificial Intelligence and New Technologies
	About the Centre for Human-Centred Artificial Intelligence and the Ethics of New Technologies

	About the project Theology, digital culture and the challenges of human-centered artificial intelligence
	Transparency and Explainability Problem of Artificial Intelligence Decision-Making Systems
	Conference Program
	Abstracts
	Vojko Strahovnik
	Ethics, Transparency, and Human Judgment

	Martin Justin
	Is explainability necessary for trustworthiness?

	Luka Poslon
	Empowering trust by embedding fairness in medical AI algorithm

	Jonas Miklavčič
	How AI transparency is explained? Different requirements hidden in the requirement for transparency

	Bojan Žalec
	Ethical Aspects of Transhumanism and Abortion: The Nature of Human, Person, Common Good, and Democracy

	Stjepan Štivić
	Digital Twin and Ethical Dilemmas

	Saša Horvat
	What do AI, medicine and chess have in common? Issues in decision-making process

	Octavian-Mihai Machidon
	We shape AI, and AI shapes us - philosophical and theological considerations on AI’s algorithmic determinism


