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Abstract. This chapter presents some of the fundamental assumptions
and principles that could form the philosophical foundation of GeoAI and
spatial data science. Instead of reviewing the well-established character-
istics of spatial data (analysis), including interaction, neighborhoods, and
autocorrelation, the chapter highlights themes such as sustainability, bias
in training data, diversity in schema knowledge, and the (potential lack
of) neutrality of GeoAI systems from a unifying ethical perspective. Re-
flecting on our profession’s ethical implications will assist us in conduct-
ing potentially disruptive research more responsibly, identifying pitfalls
in designing, training, and deploying GeoAI-based systems, and devel-
oping a shared understanding of the benefits but also potential dangers
of artificial intelligence and machine learning research across academic
fields, all while sharing our unique (geo)spatial perspective with others.
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1 What is GeoAI?

While GeoAI and spatial data science are relatively new fields of study, they
share many of their underlying assumptions with geography, Artificial Intelli-
gence (AI), cognitive science, and many other disciplines while adding their own
perspectives. By philosophical foundations, we mean the core principles and
beliefs that underlie which questions we ask, why we ask them, and how we
ask them. For instance, one foundational epistemological belief underlying data
science, even though rarely stated explicitly, is that knowledge can be gained
through observation, a belief it shares with other empirical sciences. However,
data science makes additional foundational assumptions, e.g., that (raw) data
can be reused opportunistically, and that black-box methods are acceptable, i.e.,
that knowledge can be gained without insight. In this chapter, I will outline se-
lected philosophical foundations of GeoAI (many also relevant to spatial data
science).
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Selecting such foundations, deciding how to present them, compressing them
into a few pages, and differentiating them from foundations of spatial data anal-
ysis, e.g., spatial dependence, more broadly, is challenging and not entirely ob-
jective. Hence, we will center our discussion around questions of research ethics
and then highlight selected topics, such as sustainability, neutrality, and bias,
from such an ethical perspective. This is for two reasons: first, too often, ethics
is presented as an afterthought listed in future work sections of our papers or
mentioned as an essential topic that did not make it into the curriculum of our
classes. This time, we will put ethics first. Second, each topic covered here could
fill hundreds of pages by itself. One way to condense these topics to just a few
paragraphs is to narrow the perspective. For instance, sustainability in GeoAI
could be approached from many different perspectives, e.g., purely financially.
Similarly, bias (and the potential need to debias Machine Learning [ML] models)
could be approached from a strictly information-theoretic perspective by notic-
ing that bias (when defined as lack of representativeness) is essentially redundant
information with less than expected information content. Finally, regarding the
selection of topics, many other candidates may have been considered, e.g., pri-
vacy, reproducibility, transparency, and accountability [7]. While these will be
briefly mentioned, the main focus will be on topics that have not yet been widely
considered in the GeoAI literature but should be on the mind of every researcher
going forward, e.g., whether further tweaking a model is worth the environmental
costs, whether the data used for evaluation is representative, or whether design
decisions may affect user behavior in unintended ways.

But what is GeoAI in the first place? Just as data science is not the inter-
section between computer science and statistics, GeoAI should not be narrowly
defined as applying AI and ML methods to use cases in the geosciences and
geography.1 Establishing such subfields purely by domain would increase frag-
mentation, thereby reducing synergies and hindering transdisciplinary research
[18]. Instead, GeoAI should incorporate spatial, temporal, and place-based (pla-
cial) aspects into AI methods. Spatially explicit models [29,24,26,13] are such an
example of successfully embedding spatial thinking into fields such as representa-
tion learning. Similarly, as will be discussed later, geographic classics such as the
Modifiable Areal Unit Problem are used outside of our domain by the broader
AI community to understand biases in their training data. Another example
is the recognition that the validity of statements, e.g., in knowledge graphs, is
spatially, placially, and temporally scoped. Finally, while GeoAI is by far not
restricted to geography and the geosciences and has been successfully applied to
downstream tasks in humanitarian relief, precision agriculture, urban planning,
transportation, supply chains, climate change mitigation, and so on, most GeoAI
practitioners are well trained in understanding human–environment interaction
1 Machine learning originated as a subfield of artificial intelligence. Hence, I will mostly
use AI throughout the text and ML or AI/ML when discussing specifics, e.g., the
design and training of neural networks. The term GeoML is not used in the literature
(and hopefully will not be introduced).
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and the importance of notions such as place that can only be defined by jointly
considering physical and cognitive/societal characteristics.

2 Ethics of GeoAI

Ethics, as the moral compass of human behavior, is as old as philosophy. While
the origins of research ethics are challenging to trace, early work can be dated
back to the 17th century and, from there on, gained traction throughout the
Age of Enlightenment. Despite all its benefits, progress—be it in mathematics,
engineering, medicine, or science—has never been without risks, and its benefits
often favored some at the cost of others. However, it took two more centuries
before the growing immediate impact of scientific discoveries on everyday life
led to widespread public recognition of the dangers of a lack of research ethics,
culminating in World War II and the atomic bomb. My views on many of the
challenges discussed throughout this chapter are heavily influenced by Jonas’
[19] ethic of responsibility in which he reformulates Kant’s initial categorical
imperative by stating that "[we should act] so that the effects of [our] action[s]
are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life".

While codes and policies for research ethics vary across fields of study, agen-
cies, countries, and so forth, most of them are based on the following five con-
siderations:

– Who benefits from the research?
– How can harm be avoided or minimized?
– Who is participating, and have they given consent?
– How are confidentiality and anonymity assured?
– How are research outcomes disseminated?

In a narrow interpretation, the first question seeks to clarify whether the
research is carried out independently, e.g., to ensure that a source funding a study
does not directly or indirectly benefit from specific outcomes. In a broader sense,
research should contribute to the common good of all citizens. Put differently,
the first question is not merely one of integrity and objectivity but also one of
justice, representatives, and the use of shared (and limited) resources.

The second question may seem most relevant to medical research, where
it aims to protect study participants from malpractices that may cause bodily
harm, but also aims at minimizing socioeconomic risks. While initially primarily
concerned with the individual, a broader interpretation also considers society at
large. Since at least the 1960s, technology assessment (nowadays, particularly in
Europe) has been an established part of research ethics. The term harm has been
increasingly broadened to non-human animals and the environment in general,
bringing concepts such as sustainability to the forefront.

The third consideration centers around participants and their rights. While
relevant questions here are also about harm, they focus more on procedural is-
sues. For instance, how were participants selected, and did they give informed
consent? The notion of informed consent has become one of the most central
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concepts of research ethics well beyond medical ethics. Intuitively, consent is
about informing participants about a study’s objectives, procedures, and poten-
tial risks. However, informed consent also asks who can provide consent in the
first place (e.g., when studies involve children), how consent has been obtained,
how it can be withdrawn (e.g., by refusing further treatment), and how transpar-
ent, accessible, and understandable the goals and processes of a research study
have been made. Notably, the widespread use of social media APIs throughout
GeoAI research does not free the authors from some of these considerations.

The fourth set of questions concerns confidentiality and anonymity, i.e., en-
suring that data collected for a study remains secure and not traceable to individ-
ual participants. The notion of confidentiality used here extends beyond informa-
tion technology measures such as encrypted, password-protected data storage.
For instance, identifiable information collected about participants should not
be disclosed or only via anonymization techniques. Increasingly, this includes
steps to ensure privacy by design [5] through seven principles. Key to these
principles is the realization that privacy should be approached proactively in-
stead of reactively, e.g., by minimizing the amount of data collected in the first
place. Privacy by design can be regarded as a reaction to the vast body of lit-
erature demonstrating that de-identification may not efficiently protect against
re-identifications attacks [41], e.g., revealing location [23,21,22].

Finally, the fifth consideration centers around dissemination. It asks ques-
tions such as whether research results funded by taxpayers’ dollars should be
hidden behind paywalls. However, ethics is about more than (free) access. Thus,
the FAIR principles for data management and stewardship have also been pro-
posed to consider issues around findability, interoperability, and reusability [50].
To broaden this fifth set of questions further, reproducibility and replicability
could also be regarded as ethical principles taken into account for the proper
dissemination of scientific results to ensure that more people can benefit from
discoveries [35,20,8].

Summing up, while most of the work on research ethics originated in fields
such as medicine, cognitive science, and the social sciences, today, almost all areas
of study benefit from understanding the basics of research ethics. Consequently,
new branches of domain-specific ethics have been introduced to address gaps
in the highly anthropocentric perspective presented before. GeoEthics is one
such example [39]. It defines principles and practices for human interaction with
the environment. It introduces concepts such as geo/bio-diversity, conservation,
sustainability, prevention, adaptation, and education as ethical decision-making
criteria for all earth scientists. In a nutshell, GeoEthics is about establishing
processes for the recognition of human responsibility for our environment.

Ethics, however, is not limited to the (direct) interaction among humans or
between humans and their environment but also involves information technology,
e.g., algorithms, computers, and automation more broadly. The foundations for
such ethics of modern (communication) technology were laid down in the 1940s
to 1980s by Norbert Wiener, Joseph Weizenbaum, Hans Jonas, James Moor,
Deborah Johnson, and many others. At the core of Moor’s question about what
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computer ethics is or should be is a dilemma about transparency that sounds all
too familiar now in the 2020s: while benefits from the lightning-fast operations of
computers free us from inspecting each of the millions of calculations performed
per second, this lack of transparency makes us susceptible to consequences from
errors, manipulation, lack of representativeness, and so on [33]. It is not surpris-
ing that Moor became interested in developing a novel concept of privacy for the
digital age [34] later on.

These and other considerations jointly form another branch of ethics, namely
ethics of technology that recognizes the social and environmental responsibilities
involved in designing and utilizing computer systems and information technol-
ogy [19]. AI ethics sits firmly within this broader branch. But what is AI ethics,
and does it differ from ethics for AI? Here we will focus exclusively on our re-
sponsibilities in designing AI systems, leaving aside issues concerning behavioral
norms of future (general) AI. Hagendorff [10] has compiled a recent overview of
22 ethical guidelines for AI and the aspects they cover. Most interestingly, his
work provides an overview of commonalities and gaps among these frameworks.
For instance, 18 out of 22 cover privacy but merely one accounts for cultural
differences in the ethically aligned design of AI systems [46]. AI ethics generally
addresses challenges arising from (a lack of) accountability, privacy, representa-
tiveness and discrimination, robustness, and explainability. This is unsurprising
insofar as the answers to these ethical issues lie (at least partially) within the
field of artificial intelligence and computer science more broadly. For instance,
explainable AI [40] and debiasing methods [3] have become widely studied areas,
also in the GeoAI community [25,17,52,15,38].

However, AI ethics needs to consider broader societal implications outside of
its own reach of methods to be truly impactful and to fulfill its largely positive
potential. Examples of such key ethical questions are:

– How do we form societal consensus around technologies that reshape society
at an unprecedented pace, e.g., regarding the future of work and education?

– What are the consequences of automatic content creation (at scale) that may
be indistinguishable from human-generated content?

– How should we distribute the wealth created by AI?
– How do we handle accountability of autonomous systems, ranging from in-

dividual autonomous cars to large parts of the financial system?
– Is there a future for human judgment and decision-making in areas that

require rapid response and prediction?
– Does intelligence require consciousness? If not, what does this mean for eth-

ical AI?

But who, exactly, is responsible? Society, the individual data scientist, the
‘AI’? In their W3C Note on the responsible use of spatial data, Abhayaratna et
al. [1] distinguish between multiple perspectives: the developer, the user, and the
regulator. Each of these roles has to contribute their part. For instance, users
often all too willingly give up privacy for a bit of convenience. To give another
example, developers (and scientists) should more carefully consider the minimal
location precision required for a method or application to function [30].
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In a nutshell, GeoAI ethics is an ethics of technology that recognizes the social
and environmental responsibilities of developers, regulators, and users involved
in designing and employing AI systems that utilize spatial, platial, and temporal
data and techniques related to their data analysis.

3 Sustainability of GeoAI

Fueled by the emergence of foundation models [4] in 2018, progress in AI and
ML has accelerated rapidly at the cost of increasingly complex models. These
foundational models, such as the GPT family of language models, consist of
hundreds of billions of parameters and may require terabytes of training data.
Consequently, training these models produces hundreds of metric tons of carbon
dioxide emissions [2] compared to the world’s annual per-capita emissions of
about 4.4 tons. Going one step further and estimating the entire cradle-to-grave
lifecycle of such models would quickly reveal that the environmental impact of
hardware manufacturing, deployment, and decommissioning dwarfs the training
and operational environmental costs [9,51]. This is particularly concerning as
it is in line with a more extensive debate about the geographic outsourcing of
emissions throughout the supply chain, whereby a few counties significantly lower
their (reported) footprint while, in fact, simply moving their own industry up the
product (value) chain, away from manufacturing and emission-heavy stages. Put
differently, the complexity and costs associated with progress in AI have grown
by orders of magnitude in less than a decade, requiring new thinking about their
environmental and social footprint.

While sustainability consciousness has increased throughout the AI and ML
communities, many of the proposed solutions mostly focus on selecting sites
where energy consumption has a smaller carbon dioxide footprint. However,
sustainability and challenges related to costs and complexity run significantly
deeper. For instance, Schwartz et al. [43] rightfully note that a Green AI should
also differentiate itself from a Red AI, where increased accuracy is reached merely
through sheer computational power. The authors argue that such buying of in-
cremental improvement is unsustainable and raises questions of fairness, as it
limits the ability to participate and compete to very few actors.

Of course, resource consumption and resulting emissions must be put in per-
spective. For instance, radioactive waste is a common byproduct in hospitals,
e.g., in cancer therapy. In fact, many of the most energy-intensive industry sec-
tors, such as the chemical and construction industries, are irrevocably linked to
progress and well-being. Interestingly, when changing scale from industry sectors
to individual industry players, the picture becomes more complex as the list of
the most energy-consuming companies is filled with big tech companies, most
of them working on convenience technologies. Put differently, sustainability is
not only about green(er) energy but about the inter- and intra-generational pri-
oritization of how to utilize resources and space. Given the significant positive
potential of modern-day AI for almost all areas of life, balancing its resource
hunger (and other risks) with its benefits will be a significant societal challenge.
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Consequently, van Wynsberghe [47] notes that it is essential to consider
both AI for sustainability and sustainable AI, where the first is concerned with
AI/ML-based methods and contributions to sustainability, e.g., environmental
protection and the common good, while the second is concerned with making
existing and future AI/ML systems more sustainable, e.g., by reducing emissions.

Finally, it is worth asking whether GeoAI faces additional or differently
weighted sustainability challenges and whether (geo)spatial thinking offers novel
perspectives on sustainability. The answer to both questions is yes.

First, the geo-foundation models of the future may require substantially
more frequent update cycles (including retraining) than other models, e.g., those
needed to generate images or text. Similarly, geospatial data and models must
address additional challenges related to granularity as, in theory, data can be
generated at an ever-finer spatial and temporal resolution.

Second, thinking geographically about AI sustainability opens up new av-
enues to explore. For instance, one could study the relationship between regions
benefiting from a certain resource-intensive model versus those regions provid-
ing these resources. Intuitively, while we all potentially benefit from research
about COVID-19, as a global pandemic, it is not necessarily clear why people in
Iceland should offer their (environmentally more friendly but limited) resources
to models that may predominantly benefit other regions, e.g., convenience tech-
nologies in the USA. It is worth noting that this does not imply that regions
and their emissions can be seen in isolation. Finally, and to highlight yet another
geographic perspective, the per-capita emissions reported here and elsewhere are
global averages known to be highly skewed. Put differently, the relative burden
(or, more positively, the number of people that may have benefited from the
resources used) varies substantially across space (e.g., between Bangladesh and
Canada), leading us to underestimate the real socio-environmental impact of
very large models.

4 Debiasing GeoAI

Given the rapid integration of AI/ML techniques in everyday decision-making,
potential biases have become an important reason for concern and, consequently,
an active field of study [3]. In a recent survey, Mehrabi et al. [31] categorize and
discuss several such biases. What these biases have in common is that they may
lead to unfair, skewed decisions. According to the authors, unfairness implies
prejudice or favoritism toward some, potentially further increasing inequality.
Consequently, the widespread use of AI may increase social problems such as dis-
crimination, e.g., by widening income inequalities. The authors use the COMPAS
(Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions) software
as an example of a system that estimates the likelihood of recommitting crimes,
all while being systematically biased against African-Americans.

Roughly speaking, bias can be introduced during three stages: from the data
to the algorithm, from the algorithm to the user, and from the user interaction
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back to the data. For instance, intuitively, bias in the training data may cause
biased models.

To give a geographic example, according to Shankar et al. [44] 60% of all
geo-locatable images in the Open Images data set came from six countries in
Europe and North America. Further, studying the geo-diversity of ImageNet,
the authors reported that merely 1% of all images were from China and 2.1%
from India. We were able to show similar coverage issues when studying potential
biases in knowledge graphs [17]. Put differently, as far as commonly used data
across media types is concerned, we know a lot about some parts of the world and
almost nothing about others, and feeding such biased data into opaque models
further exaggerates the resulting problems. One often overlooked issue is that we
may overestimate (or underestimate) the accuracy of models by not considering
that the difficulty of the task we are trying to address is unevenly distributed
across (geographic) space. For instance, the accuracy of geoparsing systems is
often reported based on unrepresentative benchmark data, leading Liu et al.
to ask whether geoparsing is indeed solved or merely biased (towards specific
regions to which methods have been well tailored) [27]. Other biases may arise
from the well-known Modifiable Areal Unit Problem (MAUP) [36] and other
sources of aggregation bias. We will address related data and schema diversity
challenges separately in section 5.

The next kind of biases can be introduced by the algorithm to the user,
namely by causing behavioral change. One such example may be due to biased
rankings in combination with the power law governing most social media. Put
differently, the first ranking results are clicked over-proportionally, often followed
by a quick drop. Hence, bias in ranking, e.g., of news, may alter the user’s
perception, e.g., of political discourse. Another bias potentially introduced at
this stage is algorithmic bias, e.g., bias introduced by decisions made during
model design. We will discuss a related question, namely whether algorithms
and AI are neutral, in section 6.

Finally, users also introduce biases into data, thereby closing the cycle back to
algorithms (here in the sense of models and their design). For instance, given that
a significant part of training data across media types stems from user-generated
content, changing behavior, e.g., hashtag usage over time, can introduce biases.
Similarly, self-selection bias may lead systems to misestimate the result of online
polls.

Other biases can be introduced based on the mismatch between the mag-
nitude of historical data in relation to present-day data by which models tend
to make the present and future appear more like the past [17]. Such biases may
affect representation learning and association rule mining and may be difficult to
detect. For instance, a system may infer that given somebody is a pope, they are
also male. While (potentially) controversial, this statement is true by definition.
Similarly, a system may learn that if x is a US president, x must be male (given
that no counterevidence exists). While currently true, this is undoubtedly not
an assertion about presidents and the US we would like a system to learn.
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Finally, it is worth noting that the term bias has different meanings, and not
all biases are problematic, e.g., inductive bias in ML. To make an even more
abstract point, if foundation models (as basic building blocks of future AI-based
systems) require algorithmic debiasing, then debiasing may itself be biased. How
transparent will this process be, and how will it account for regional, cultural,
and political differences?

The examples across different bias types introduced here also serve as an
important example for the argument initially made that GeoAI is not merely
the application of AI/ML methods to geographic and geospatial applications.
Clearly, those biases affect AI and data science more broadly while being geo-
graphic in nature and making use of well-studied concepts of spatial data anal-
ysis, such as spatial auto-correlation and the MAUP. Put differently, GeoAI
contributes back to the broader AI literature. At the same time, GeoAI faces its
own unique challenges related to biases.

5 Schema and Data Diversity

Another important challenge facing GeoAI is related to the diversity of the data
being processed, e.g., incorporated into training, and the diversity of the schema
knowledge associated with these data [14]. Data diversity can have different
meanings, e.g., data coming from heterogeneous sources, data representing dif-
ferent perspectives, data created using different data cultures, data in various
media formats, and so on. For instance, most existing ML models are not multi-
modal. This, however, is changing rapidly, and future ChatGPT-like systems
will handle multi-modality. Data heterogeneity remains a substantial challenge
as progress on semantic interoperability [42] is slow. Different data cultures,
e.g., governmental versus user-generated content, pose additional challenges as
they have complementary strengths and weaknesses, thereby potentially requir-
ing careful curation before being ingested into the same (Geo)AI models. Finally,
multi-perspective data characterize the same phenomena but may offer compli-
mentary or even contradictory stances. For example, the environmental footprint
of nations can be assessed differently [49] without implying that one method is
superior to others.

Taking this issue one step further brings us to schema diversity, i.e., the
meaning of the domain vocabulary used may vary across space, time, and cul-
ture. While a few existing frameworks can handle contradicting assertions, e.g.,
about the disputed borders of the Kashmir region, schema diversity is on the
terminological level, e.g., the fact that the definition of terms such as Planet,
Poverty, Forest, and so on are spatially, temporally, and culturally scoped. Con-
cept drift [48], for instance, studies the evolving nature of terms within ontologies
over time (and versions). Such cases are neither well studied in the broader AI
literature nor is it clear how they can be incorporated during model design, as
learning is largely a monotonic process. However, given that the domains stud-
ied by GeoAI are often at the intersection between humans (society) and their
environment, they will arise frequently.
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So, what exactly is the dilemma? On the one hand, data diversity is desir-
able for training a model for a wide range of use cases, unavoidable in Web-scale
systems, e.g., knowledge graphs, and the context-dependent nature of mean-
ing is well supported by research in linguistics and the cognitive sciences. On
the other hand, however, contradicting assertions and even contradicting termi-
nology make data curation and integration more complex and may negatively
impact accuracy. Even more so, the culture-driven nature of categorization im-
plies that category membership can change, even without substantial changes
in the space of observable and engineerable (data) features [14]. However, more
ambiguous, changing, vague, etc. classes reduce accuracy and increase the need
for training data, complex models, and so on, leading back to the discussion
of sustainability [15]. Note that (training) data size alone does not guarantee
diversity [2,16,14]. Which categorization schema we will use for geo-foundation
models [28], and how many of these models will be needed to represent regional
variability remains to be seen.

6 Is GeoAI Neutral?

"Guns don’t kill, people do" is a popular slogan among parties favoring relaxed
gun ownership and open carry laws. In a nutshell, the argument states that guns
are merely neutral tools, comparable to a knife or hammer, that can be used
for good and evil and that humans decide to use them one way or the other.
Consequently, the "mentally ill" (as the argument unfortunately goes) are the
root of the problem. This slogan is often followed up by a political law and order
narrative presented as a remedy.

Similar arguments can be constructed about science and technology in gen-
eral, e.g., by pointing out that nuclear technology was used for both the atomic
bomb and for power generation and medicine. While we discussed the broader
argument, counter-arguments, and technology assessment [19] before, the next
paragraphs ask whether AI and GeoAI are neutral [15].

One key problem such discussions face is terminological confusion, e.g., terms
such as ML model, architecture, system, AI, algorithm, and so forth are used
interchangeably, or their meaning needs to be clarified. For instance, arguing
about biases arising from selecting training data while discussing whether algo-
rithms are neutral points to such confusion [45]. To better understand the issue,
it is crucial to distinguish basic algorithms from their parameterization, e.g., via
training, their deployment, their role in more sophisticated workflows such as
recommender systems, and the design decisions developers take to prefer one
algorithm over another. Unfortunately, these distinctions are often not explicitly
made when discussing whether AI or even algorithms are neutral.

In a nutshell, computer science is about scalability and abstraction, but it is
precisely these concepts that make discussing neutrality difficult. For instance,
data structures such as queues and stacks are fundamental because they enable
us to focus on the commonalities of people standing in line, whether at the mall,
fuel station, or bank. In all these cases, the person (or car) getting in line first will



Philosophical Foundations of GeoAI 11

also be served first (at least in theory). This is in stark contrast to a stack where
the last item on the stack is lifted first (to get to items lower in the stack). This
is true for a stack of books and kitchen plates despite all their other differences.
Now, a data structure such as a stack (as an ADT) is defined by its operations,
e.g., push and pop. Are the algorithms implementing these operations neutral?
If so, then if algorithms (and/or AI) would not be neutral, this lack of neutrality
would have to be introduced later in the process, e.g., by their combination,
selection for specific downstream tasks, and so on.

To give a more geographic example, consider the shortest path in a network
and whether algorithms that compute such a path are neutral [15]. Dijkstra’s
algorithm is one such algorithm and one that follows a greedy paradigm. While
this design decision could (mistakenly) indicate a lack of neutrality, note that
Dijkstra’s algorithm will return the same results as other algorithms (leaving
specific heuristics, nondeterministic algorithms, etc., aside). Even more, the same
algorithms that are used to compute the shortest path (in fact, all paths) in a
street network can also be used for many other networks, e.g., internet routing.
Finally, repeated computation (again, leaving aside nondeterministic algorithms,
edge/degenerated cases, issues arising from precision and parallelization, etc.)
will yield the same shortest path as long as the underlying data has not changed,
e.g., due to a road being blocked. So what about Dijkstra’s algorithm would be
non-neutral?

What does this mean for GeoAI, e.g., deep learning-based systems? Key to
the success of artificial neural networks is their plasticity. In terms of their basic
building blocks, and before training, these networks are essentially realized via
millions and billions of multiplications (this is the scalability part) and other
components such as softmax acting as an activation function. All of these single
steps, such as multiplication, are by themselves neutral. Put differently, among
the key reasons for the widespread success of deep learning across many down-
stream tasks is that the same building blocks and methods can be used, e,g., to
detect buildings in remotely sensed imagery. This, in itself, is not a watertight
argument for the neutrality of artificial neural networks or other (Geo)AI meth-
ods. Still, it shows that a meaningful discussion needs to examine where a lack of
neutrality may materialize. There are several stages (some well studied) where
design decisions make AI/ML based systems non-neutral, e.g., biased. For in-
stance, developers make design decisions on how to combine the aforementioned
basic building blocks, the data structures used, the number of hidden layers, the
tuning of hyperparameters, the selection (and thereby also exclusion) of training
data, the (manual) curation of data, regularization, the evaluation metrics used,
the ways in which results are visualized and included further downstream to fuel
rankings, predictions, and so on. Each of these steps may impact the overall
performance of the system, including whether it will (implicitly) encode biases.
For instance, in 2015, it was widely reported that Google’s image recognition
system mislabelled Black people as "gorillas" and that this might be due to a
bias in the selection of training data and the (at that time) missing awareness
among developers of the risks associated with (representation) bias.
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This leads to two questions, namely whether these problems have been ad-
dressed sufficiently and whether there are GeoAI (or at least geo-specific) ex-
amples illustrating some issues of these implicit design decisions. As a thought
example, consider the case of text-to-image models such as Stable Diffusion. In a
test run of 20 prompts to generate a ‘Forest’, none of the images depicted a for-
est during the winter (e.g., with snow), during the night, a rainforest, nor even
basic variations in the types of trees displayed. Instead, the images produced
were predominantly foggy, fall season–like images of what could best be called
pine(like) forests. Prompts for ‘Chinese Mountains’ predominantly resulted in
abstract mixtures of mountains made out of fragments of the Great Wall, while
‘Mountains in China’ did not. While these results are not representative and
speak to the need for more robustness and transparency (explainability) of these
early systems, they also likely show biases related to the geographic coverage of
the imagery and labels used. A promising research direction for the near future
will be to develop models that remain invariant under purely syntactic change.
Today, for instance, embedding-based methods from the field of representation
learning will yield different results for semantically similar or equivalent inputs
if their syntax, e.g., structure, differs.

To answer the initial question, today’s systems are not always neutral in their
representation of geographic space. This may matter as users of these systems
are served very biased results.

7 Parrots as a Chance

Foundation (language) models have been compared to stochastic parrots [2].
While this analogy is deeply misleading, implying that we cannot truly learn
anything new from such models, it opens up new ways of thinking about their
unique opportunities. Similarly to the recognition that the Modifiable Areal Unit
Problem cannot be entirely avoided and should, therefore, be seen as an opportu-
nity [37] for studying why some results change when regions are modified while
others remain (relatively) stable, foundation models could be used to observe
why models behave in specific ways as reflections of the underlying data and
thereby society. If indeed these models encode biases based on racism, stereo-
types, geography, and so on, then instead of (or better, in addition to) trying to
debias these issues and thereby hide them, one could use these models to better
understand the underlying phenomena at scale in ways that have never been
possible in geography and the social sciences.

For instance, the labeled (social media) data sources utilized to train text-to-
image models have always been biased regarding their coverage, scenes depicted,
and labels used. However, it is the ease with which we can now experiment with
these models that brings the problems to the public’s attention. Similarly, when
learning to classify perceived safety and walkability in urban areas, we do not
have to limit ourselves to arguing that these models will discriminate against cer-
tain regions and their populations, thereby further widening inequality. Instead
of merely asking how to tweak such systems to yield more intended results, we
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can ask which of the learned features predominantly contributed to these results
and which changes to the urban areas would alter their classification. This would
turn parrots into (distorted) mirrors, but we can go even further and take an ob-
servational stance by arguing that these very large models consisting of billions
of parameters and trained on billions of samples are worth studying for their
own sake (as they are among the largest and most complex artifacts developed
by society to this day and in retrospection may provide a first glance at how
communication with more general AI may look in the future). This idea aligns
well with concepts such as geographic information observatories [11,12,32]. How
does the world look according to GPT-like systems, and why?

Finally, understanding why progress, e.g., in answering geographic questions,
is not uniform may not only reveal problems of current model design but also
point to underlying issues such as our own tendency to favor geometry-first
instead of topology-first representations [6,18]. For instance, in 2015, we re-
ported that when asked for the distance between Ukraine and Russia, Google
and Bing returned meaningless centroid distances instead of understanding that
both countries share a border. Thus, their true distance is zero [16]. This is
still the case in 2023. Asked for the same, ChatGPT gives a substantially more
sophisticated but equally meaningless answer; see Fig 1.

Fig. 1. Distance between Ukraine and Russia according to Google Search and Chat-
GPT. Note that ChatGPT also changes the border length across queries. The proper
answer should be zero, even though ChatGPT makes a very convincing statement that
at the border where both countries touch, their distance is 5 miles.

8 Summary and Outlook

While GeoAI is a new and rapidly developing area that shares many of its re-
search challenges with the broader fields of (spatial) data science, AI, geography,
and the geosciences, it also offers its own questions and contributes to a broader
body of knowledge. This chapter highlighted selected philosophical foundations
underlying current GeoAI work from a research ethics perspective. Understand-
ing these foundations and making them explicit is important for multiple reasons,
e.g., for our community to be able to contribute to the ongoing discussion about
bias and debiasing.
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However, there are also more subtle issues worth remembering. For instance,
(machine) learning is based on the assumption that we can draw inferences about
the present and future by studying the past. That sounds like a triviality. For
today’s very large language models and the resources required to train them,
however, this poses many relevant challenges such as historic drag, namely that
we have more data from the overall past compared to the recent past. Not only
does this imply that these models are outdated (by years), but that they may
be slow to change and, therefore, may need careful curation to ensure they can
keep in sync with societal change and new scientific discoveries. Similarly, as
of today, these systems do not account for cultural and regional differences.
Hence, it is worth exploring which theory of truth underlies their answers and
our interpretation thereof (irrespective of their tendencies to hallucinate). For
instance, one may speculate that systems such as ChatGPT may best be studied
by following a consensus theory of truth compared to one based on coherence
(which today’s large language models cannot maintain).

In 2019, we provocatively asked whether "we [can] develop an artificial GIS
analyst that passes a domain-specific Turing Test by 2030" [13]. What if combin-
ing the first geo-foundation models of the near future with ChatGPT-like bots
may get us there by 2025? Will we be able to understand and mitigate its biases?
Will we be able to explain and defend our design decisions in implementing and
deploying such systems? Articulating the assumptions and principles underlying
GeoAI research will be a first step.
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