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Abstract

This study provides a classification of disasters in terms of their causal parameters, introducing hypothetical
cases of independent or hybrid Al-caused disasters. We overview the role of Al in disaster management,
and possible ethical repercussions of the use of Al in intelligent disaster management (IDM). Next, we
scrutinize certain ways of preventing or alleviating the ethical repercussions of Al use in disaster
mismanagement, such as privacy breaches, biases, discriminations, etc. These include pre-design a priori,
in-design, and post-design methods as well as regulations. We then discuss the government’s role in
preventing the ethical repercussions of Al use in IDM and identify and asses its deficits and challenges. We
then discuss the advantages and disadvantages of pre-design or embedded ethics. Finally, we briefly
consider the question of accountability and liability in Al-caused disasters.

Keywords: Intelligent disaster management (IDM), intelligent disaster mismanagement (IDMM), ethical
repercussions, embedded ethics, regulations, government

1. Introduction

The United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) defines disaster as a “serious
disruption of the functioning of a community or a society at any scale due to hazardous events interacting
with conditions of exposure, vulnerability and capacity, leading to one or more of the following: human,
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material, economic and environmental losses and impacts” [6]. In 1970 through 2019, the number of
recorded natural hazards such as earthquakes, floods, hurricanes, volcanic eruptions, and tsunamis was
quadrupled globally [1]. During this period, weather, climate, and water hazards caused “50% of all
recorded disasters, 45% of related deaths and 74% of related economic losses.”[2]

Disaster is a multidimensional concept. Over 100 definitions of disaster have been proposed worldwide
[105]. [106] identifies three paradigms in the twentieth century for definitions of disaster: (1) classical
definitions that began to be proposed after World War Il and tended to focus on “extreme situations,” “rapid
onset events,” and what is “seriously disruptive to the normal activities” as the definitive features of
disasters; (2) a hazard-disaster paradigm, mostly focused on geophysical disciplines and natural disasters,
and physical causal parameter in a disaster. It sees disaster, as opposed to hazard, as “an extreme event that
arises when a hazard agent intersects with a human use system”; (3) a relatively recent paradigm that
conceives disasters as “social” phenomena, turning away from an agent-based and physical-destruction-
based paradigm. Accordingly, physical damage is not a primary definitive feature of disasters. Social
systems are the real locus of disruptions, and “vulnerability” parameters play a central role in disruptions
because, in the absence of vulnerability, there should not be any kind of disasters even in a very strong
physical case like earthquakes. [107] argues that “disasters are not a function of agents, but are social in
origin.” Moreover, there are normative definitions of disasters “as occasions when norms fail,” and a society
and disaster managers need to update the new norms suitable for new situations [108].

There are some psychological dimensions in the concept as well. X might be a kind of disaster for you, in
a specific context, while it can be considered a chance for me to test and improve my abilities and find my
flaws [5]. It also has economic dimensions. There is a meaningful correlation between poverty,
vulnerability, and disaster. [5]

Disasters can be categorized in qualitative and quantitative terms. Qualitatively speaking (in terms of causal
parameters), they can be divided into four groups: natural disasters, human-caused disasters, technological
disasters, and Al-caused disasters. These can be combined in various ways such as hybrid human-
made/natural disasters, hybrid natural/technological disasters, hybrid natural/Al-caused disasters, as well
as combinations of three or four disaster types (see Table 1). Quantitatively speaking, disasters can be
categorized into small-scale, medium-scale, and large-scale (“mega disasters™) in terms of the size of the
population they affect and the extent of their impacts.

Note that we classify biological disasters (those caused by the spread of infectious diseases or other
biological agents) and environmental disasters (those caused by environmental degradation, such as
deforestation, desertification, or coastal erosion) as subcategories of natural disasters. Further, we classify
the so-called “complex emergencies” [103] (disasters caused by conflicts, wars, or other complex socio-
political issues) under human-caused disasters.

It is also necessary to point out that there have not been any widely publicized cases of Al-caused disasters
(in isolation or in combination with other causal parameters), as the technology is still in its early stages of
development and implementation. However, there have been some incidents (not to the point of disaster)
in which Al systems have made mistakes or produced unintended outcomes, highlighting the importance
of ensuring that Al is used responsibly and with appropriate safeguards in place.

The classifications provided above should not be seen as rigid as they might be context-dependent and
susceptible to interpretations. For instance, data breaches or cyberattacks might be considered technological
or human-caused disasters depending on the context.
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Table 1. Classification of disasters in terms of their causal parameters

Disaster type

Natural
1
Human-caused
2
Technological
3
Al-caused
4
Natural/human-caused
5
Natural/technological
6
Natural/Al-caused
7

Human-
8  caused/technological

(Real or Hypothetical) Examples

Earthquakes, hurricanes or typhoons, tornadoes, floods, tsunamis, landslides
and mudslides, wildfires, volcanic eruptions, drought, extreme heat or cold

. Chernobyl disaster (1986), caused by a poorly designed irresponsible
experiment.

. Rana Plaza factory collapse (2013), caused by a breach of
construction regulations and corrupt officials.

. Beirut port explosion (2020), caused by neglect of safety rules.

. Space Shuttle Challenger disaster (1986).

. Blackout of Northeast America: In August 2003, a power outage

affected a large area in the northeastern United States and southeastern
Canada, causing widespread disruptions to transportation, communication,
and other critical infrastructure.

There have been no such disasters yet, but there have been alarming incidents:*
. Microsoft’s Twitter chatbot, named Tay, that was designed to learn
from users and engage in natural language conversations. However, the bot
quickly began producing offensive and inflammatory tweets, including racist
and sexist remarks, after being manipulated by users (2016).

. Uber self-driving car struck and killing a pedestrian in Arizona
(2018).

. Wrongful arrest of a Black man by use of an Al-powered facial
recognition system by the Detroit Police Department (2020).

. Tesla Autopilot crashes.

. Industrial accidents triggered by natural hazards.

. Forest fires exacerbated by human activity.

. Coastal flooding exacerbated by sea level rise and human
development.

. Water scarcity worsened by climate change and human water use.

. Pandemics exacerbated by global travel and human behavior, such as
COVID-19.

. Nuclear accidents caused by natural hazards.

. Chemical spills caused by natural hazards.

. Telecommunications and power outages caused by natural hazards.

. Transportation accidents caused by natural hazards.

The use of Al systems in natural disaster response can have unintended
consequences if the system malfunctions or produces biased
recommendations. Improper calibration or failure to consider important
factors could also result in inefficient or ineffective resource allocation.

. Three Mile Island accident: A partial nuclear meltdown that occurred
at the Three Mile Island nuclear power plant in Pennsylvania, USA, in 1979.
This was caused by a combination of equipment failure and operator error.

. Industrial accidents: Industrial accidents can occur due to human
error, negligence, or intentional actions, resulting in explosions, fires, or
chemical releases that cause harm to workers, the public, or the environment.

1, Note that in some of these examples the culprit might not be the Al system, but perhaps problematic algorithms or biased data

designed by developers might be blamed.
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Human-caused/Al-
caused

Technological/Al-caused

Natural/human-
caused/technological

Natural/human-
caused/Al-caused

Natural/technological/Al-
caused

Natural/human-
caused/technological/Al-
caused

. Cyberattacks on critical infrastructure.

. Transportation accidents: Transportation accidents such as airplane
crashes or train derailments can occur due to human error, equipment failure,
or a combination of factors, leading to loss of life and infrastructure damage.
. Nuclear accidents: Nuclear accidents can be caused by human error,
negligence, or intentional actions, leading to the release of radioactive material
and posing a significant risk to human health and the environment.

. Oil spills: Oil spills can occur due to equipment failure, human error,
or intentional actions, causing harm to marine life and the environment.

If an Al system is designed to make decisions in a disaster response situation
and is trained on biased data or incorrect assumptions, it could make decisions
that exacerbate the impact of the disaster and cause unintended consequences.
Alternatively, if an Al system is used to monitor social media during a disaster
response and produces inaccurate or misleading information, it could cause
confusion and panic among the public.

If an Al system is used to control a critical infrastructure such as a power plant,
and the system malfunctions, it could lead to a technological disaster. If the
Al system is also trained on biased data or incorrect assumptions, it could
exacerbate the impact of the disaster.

. Hurricane Katrina in 2005, which was a natural disaster exacerbated
by inadequate infrastructure, poor urban planning, and systemic social
inequality.

. The Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster in 2011, which was caused
by a natural disaster (a powerful earthquake and tsunami) but was exacerbated
by human error and inadequate safety protocols.

. The Deepwater Horizon oil spill in 2010, which was caused by a
technological disaster (an explosion on an oil rig) but was exacerbated by
human error and poor safety practices.

For example, a natural disaster like a hurricane or earthquake could be
exacerbated by a human-caused factor like inadequate infrastructure or poor
urban planning, and an Al system that is trained on biased or incomplete data
could exacerbate the impact of the disaster. Additionally, if an Al system is
used to control critical infrastructure such as power plants or transportation
systems, and the system malfunctions or is compromised by malicious actors,
it could lead to a hybrid disaster.

For example, a natural disaster like a hurricane or earthquake could damage
critical technological infrastructure like power grids, communication
networks, or transportation systems, and an Al system that is responsible for
managing or controlling these systems could malfunction or make decisions
that exacerbate the impact of the disaster. Additionally, if an Al system is
trained on biased or incomplete data, it could make decisions that have
unintended consequences for disaster management and response.

A hypothetical scenario of such a hybrid disaster could be a natural disaster
like a hurricane or earthquake, exacerbated by human-caused factors like
inadequate infrastructure or poor urban planning, and further complicated by
technological failures in critical infrastructure such as power grids,
communication networks, or transportation systems. An Al system that is
trained on biased or incomplete data could also make decisions that exacerbate
the impact of the disaster, leading to a catastrophic event that could be difficult
to manage and mitigate.

The significantly increased number of natural disasters is a crucial problem of modern societies, which
highlights the significance of disaster knowledge and disaster management (DM) as “the integration of all
activities required to build, sustain and improve the capabilities to prepare for, respond to, recover from, or



mitigate against a disaster” [3]. Moreover, some new forms of technological human-caused disasters, as
well as hybrid natural-human-caused disasters (which arise from two casual parameters of natural hazard
and human misconducts) as side-effects of modern industrial life, such as Natech and Techna,? also
exacerbated the complexities and difficulties of disaster management. The level of complexity even
increases when a mega disaster occurs where a large size of population is affected by acute or chronic
impacts [4], [5]. According to World Health Organization (WHO), during COVID-19, as the most recent
mega disaster, over 14.9 million people died in 2020-21, and according to the Worldometers database, over
500 million people are recorded as affected populations (with many cases left unrecorded) [6], [7].
Nevertheless, the complexity of hybrid natural-human disasters and the large size of the affected population,
as determinative of mega disasters, are not the only factors underlying the increasing complexity of modern
disasters.

Methodology

The methodology of this study includes two steps: first, conducting two rounds of literature review on “Al
application in disaster management” and “challenges facing Al applicable in disaster management”, and
secondly, holding focus groups on the three topics with some expert participants from academic, public,
private, and non-profit organizations. In order to conduct a comprehensive review of the relevant studies,
we used the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)[8]
framework.

We adopted the following two approaches. First, we manually identified 18 most relevant papers on “Al
application in disaster management”, and 14 papers for “challenges facing Al applications in disaster
management” after the removal of duplicate files. Secondly, using the Google scholar platform, we fulfilled
a keyword-based search to generate an inclusive repository of the two aforementioned topics, using the
following keyword phrases: for the former topic, “Al+disaster”, “Al+application+disaster+management”,
then we replaced “Al” with “artificial intelligence/machine learning/deep learning” and “disaster” with
“hazard” and “application” with “function” and continued the process up to page 20-30 of the platform. For
the latter topic, we searched “ethical+challenges+AT” and “ethical+challenges+Al+disaster+management”
and we replaced each part of the phrase with the following relevant words, respectively: “moral/legal/value-
based”, “consideration/dilemma/issue”, “artificial intelligence/machine learning/deep learning” and for
each, the first 20-25 result pages of Google Scholar were reviewed. Moreover, the following keywords of
“accountability,” “explainability,” “fairness,” “trust,” and “privacy” were included because of their known
(based on a preliminary review as well as the first focus group) central roles as some major considerations
on the application of Al in disaster management.

The results of the search were 240 relevant papers (which were selected based on the relevancy of the
semantical keywords) out of 630 (which appeared on the result pages). Afterward, the duplicated papers
were eliminated from the analysis; we selected 124 (for both topics) target papers for this systematic review
based on the following two inclusion/exclusion criteria. First, articles that were published in academic
journals were included. Second, the dominant topic of the papers (or a significant part of it) was relevant to
the topic. To this end, the papers’ main sections were reviewed to understand their dominant topic rather
than only relying on the title and papers’ keywords. Finally, the qualitative analysis of the 124 papers was

2 Natech refers to the case where a natural hazard triggers a technological disaster (such as the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster
in Japan, 2011, which was triggered by Tohoku earthquake and tsunami); and Techna refers to the case where a natural hazard
triggered by some human misconduct (such as an unsustainable energy development, which dramatically increased seismic activity
in Oklahoma, between 2009 to 2016 [58]).



performed by three researchers who critically read the papers and identified Al's thirty-four applications,
and four main functions, as well as the major challenges facing IDM.

Regarding focus groups, we held three focus groups to examine the different considerations and challenges
facing Al applicants in IDM, on the following topics: (1) Al-driven disaster resilience: opportunities and
challenges, (2) data governance: roles and responsibilities, and (3) equity, privacy, and ethics. The three
focus groups were held virtually on Jun 16, Jun 17, and Jun 23, 2021, and each focus group lasted at least
1.5 hours. We invited 4-6 participants for each focus group with very diverse backgrounds, all of whom
had extensive academic or professional experience in Al for disaster management. And to strengthen the
discussions, we proposed five questions for each focus group, while discussions were not limited to, and
went beyond, these questions. All discussions are recorded, summarized, and filed in the Urban
Resilience.Al Lab at Texas A&M University.

2. Intelligent Disaster Management (IDM)

The modern hybrid and mega disasters, as well as the recent digital Al-caused disasters, necessitate
intelligent disaster management (IDM) that is empowered by new methods and technologies. Sun et al. [9],
[10] argue that “disaster managers need to take a growing responsibility to proactively protect their
communities by developing efficient management strategies” and shows twenty-Six methods and seventeen
applications of Al in disaster management. However, as helpful as Al might be in dealing with disasters,
there are three major types of challenges and threats lurking in unlimited use of Al that might turn its
positive applications in disaster management into a negative function (i.e., digital disaster mismanagement)
which would exacerbate the impacts of a disaster.

The survival of human life is highly dependent on the prediction of catastrophes and early detection and a
rapid response; therefore, rapid transfer of information to public systems when faced with hazards and
unpredictable events necessitates using Al in disaster management. The modern complexity of disasters, as
a result of the gquantitative side of Al-caused disasters, and the qualitative side of hybrid and Al-caused
disasters, in addition to the inefficacy of traditional methods of coping with modern disasters, calls for new
intelligent methods for IDM that can overcome the aforementioned challenges. It also leads to a necessary
and “growing demand for up-to-date geographic information, especially timely material on rapidly evolving
events. Mega disasters highlight the significant need to analyze mega data, and complex hybrid and Al-
caused disasters (such as intelligent digital disasters) would require high computational methods for smart
instant decisions. As we will show later, Al has been used to function as a semi-manager and merely an
“enhancer factor” by disaster managers. Moreover, its powerful technological potential substantially
changed the classical disaster management (CDS) into intelligent disaster management (IDM).
Conventional methods of facing up to disasters have given way to practices informed by use of Al in three
stages: pre-disaster practices, such as predictions, drillings, and risk assessments; in-disaster measures, such
as classifications and modeling; and post-disaster activities, such as assessments of damages, losses, and
allocations. Al-equipped smart disaster management would significantly reduce the negative effects of both
natural and human-caused disasters in pre-, in-, and post-disaster circumstances. (See, Figure 1)

Al has enabled us to update disaster maps and the vast dimension of the problem, which in turn leads us
toward IDM. Before using the new information collection methods and data analysis, there was little we
knew about the number and different dimensions of disasters. According to [4], report of disasters in the



recent decades significantly increased, and it is, by and large, the result of applying new social platforms
and smart data collection methods (such as mining Twitter [10]).

Al technologies, methods and models have been used or proposed for IDM in a variety of fields including
data mining methods and pattern recognition approaches to provide procedures such as analyzing, sampling,
recognition, classification, tracking, remote sensing, and mapping process for saving lives and technologies
[11]. Although mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery are the main phases of using Al in disaster
management [12], the most related applications are designed for the response phase [9]. In addition to the
fundamental role of human-centric actions in management of different conditions [13], data assimilation
centers and emergency information systems with global monitoring networks are the significant factors in
disaster management [14], [15]; [16]; [17]. Several studies have been conducted to present modeling,
software, and strategies for disaster management covering data and Al applications in hazards, some of
which we point out as follows.

Cavdur et al. [18] developed a flexible spreadsheet-based tool involving components of data, decision
procedure, and user interface for temporary response in decision making and planning. [19] employed a
method to study large-scale multi-hazard disaster scenarios by incorporating experiments and simulations,
focusing on multi-hazard field investigation, and analyzing scenarios and responses. Abid et al. [20] argued
that establishing a link between geographic information systems (GIS) and remote sensing (RS) could
provide a fast, concise, and effective tool for making expeditious decisions in disaster management. Tan et
al. [21] have given an extended review to discover trends in disaster management with a focus on Al-based
models. Their article can be summarized as follows: 1) reviewing different methodologies and contents
proposed for natural disaster management, 2) discussing gaps and applicability of the methods, and 3)
suggesting instructions for developing Al models from different aspects. Since most disasters occur
momentarily, it is necessary to develop complex coordinated systems that work dynamically based on
updated data. This type of systems can use updated knowledge-based models and cooperative techniques
to control technology dynamics and select the appropriate Al methods [22]. Also, [23] presented a data-
based model for disaster resilience in a dynamic complex framework to facilitate the recovery process and
accurate policies.

Data assimilation in collaboration with information systems is the crucial step in disaster management.
Nowadays, social networks allow us to be informed of latest news and events instantly. A case in point is
Twitter which has been considered a fast means of communication for transferring data. Its role in disaster
management has been studied [[24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [31].
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Figure 1. Crucial parameters involved in Intelligent Disaster Management (IDM)

2.1. Intelligent Disaster Management for natural disasters (IDM-N): current Al applications and
models

Natural disasters result from natural hazards and forces (e.g., tornadoes, floods, hurricanes, or earthquakes)
[5]. It has been considered the main casual parameter in classical disaster social science (which developed
after World War Il until the early 1970s) [32]. The natural causal parameters of a disaster are not under the
human control, although their negative impacts are manageable and can be reduced by using human-Al
collaboration in IDM. Varieties of natural hazards and disasters have general effects, like their impact on
humans, animals, the environment, and economic loss.

The sudden, rapid, (partially) unforeseeable, and mega impacts and its broad relation with a lot of
dimensions of human life make it more difficult for disaster managers to deal with such disasters. Al-driven
systems, implemented in Intelligent Natural Disasters Management IDM-N, with high power computation
at the moment, and big data mapping and modeling, are used in a variety of fields to help disaster managers
in several functions such as prediction, disaster mapping, analysis, rapid response, etc.



Al-powered IDM-N has been used or proposed for natural disaster management in a variety of fields
including the deployment of artificial neural networks (ANN) for real-time prediction of tsunami
magnitudes [33], Al-based early warning systems [34], [35]; ANN-based flood forecasting [36], earthquake
magnitude prediction based on deep learning neural network (DLNN) [37], ANN-based flood warning
system [38], prediction of flood characteristics by deployment of database modelling development [39],
natural disaster monitoring system based on Internet of Things (I0T) and swarm robotics [40], ANN-based
dam failure prediction [41], deployment of teleoperated mobile robots in volcanic ash observation [42],
ANN-based flood modeling [43], ANN-based dam water level prediction [44]; [45]), using autonomous
helicopters for post-disaster remote sensing and sampling [46], underwater inspections using robots [47],
post-disaster inspections by deploying unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs or drones) [48], automated 3D
crack detection for post-disaster building [49], use of mobile robots in mine rescue [50], unmanned marine
vehicles (UMVs) for hurricanes [51], integrated information system for snowmelt flood early-warning
based on 10T [52], a disaster surveillance system based on wireless sensor network (WSN) and cloud
platform [53], deploying analytics of crowdsourced social media content for disaster management [54], and
more recently, Al-based urban health monitoring to combat Covid-19 [55][56] and deployment of Al tech
in Ukraine’s defense against Russia [57]

2.2. Intelligent disaster management for human-caused disasters (IDM-H): current Al
applications and models

Human-caused disasters are those that result, directly or indirectly, from a human agent’s “decision,” or
misconduct [5], while inappropriate decisions and misbehavior, per se, might be originated from some
cognitive errors, misunderstanding, and miscomputation. In the early 1970s, anomalous events, specifically
a variety of technological hazards, led to an evolution in disaster as a natural-caused phenomenon, including
complex hybrid natural-human caused disasters such as Natech and Techna [32], [58]. Human-caused
disasters are also classified in different ways [59], including the varieties of technological disasters,
transportation accidents, public places failure, and production failure [5].

Al has twofold negative and positive functions pertinent to human-caused disasters. It might play the role
of a new intelligent third casual parameter that entails meta-disasters (such as intelligent mismanagement,
and intelligent digital disasters, such as the digital divide). For example, in cyberattacks, a deliberative
hacker (who intends to navigate the traditional barriers and smart security approach, to reach the goals of a
successful attack), might use some Al-powered techniques. In another example, an urban planner might
create a quite unsustainable and discriminative plan that entails disastrous social phenomena in the long run
(like the digital divide) while using Al irresponsibly. However, on the positive side, Al technology is
increasingly used in different phases of preparedness, predictions, recovery, and response to the negative
impacts of complex hybrid, mega, and meta-disasters. Disaster management in the case of human-caused
disasters would be effective only if it is powered by Al systems that can understand and analyze much more
complex features of the aforementioned types of disasters.

Al technologies, via different approaches and methods, such as remote sensing, natural language
processing, satellite data analysis, etc., have been used or proposed for an Intelligent Disaster Management
for human-caused disasters (IDM-H) in a variety of fields, including nuclear disasters, oils spills, climate
change, and environmental disasters, transportation disasters, and peace technology in response to the
digital warfare. Thomson et al. [60] discussed the efficacy of micro-blogging service Twitter (which



benefits from Al to enhance and “upgrade the platform's user experience” [61] and the high accuracy of its
shared information regarding the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster in Japan. Baruque et al. [62] shows a
forecasting solution to the oil spill disaster, in the northwest of the Galician coast, based on a hybrid
intelligent system (called WeV0S-CBR), using historical data and information obtained from various
satellites. Kim et al. [63] propose a “blockchain-based carbon emission rights verification system” for more
reliable transactions of carbon credit using big data and artificial intelligence in the mobile cloud
environment. Carbon credit and tradable permit systems, per se, are aimed at reducing carbon and pollution
emissions, as one of the most crucial environmental problems. Al is also used to investigate the efficiency
of the artificial neural network (ANN) for reducing the volume of traffic and transportation disasters in the
case of non-autonomous vehicles in South Africa. Olayode et al. [64] analyzed dataset obtained from
sensors embedded on road surfaces to monitor and control vehicles by Mikros Traffic Monitoring (MTM);
and ANN model proposed the best solution for the relevant problem in a heterogeneous traffic condition.
Al has also been used in the global fight again terrorism. Canhoto [65] discuss the applicability and
leveraging reinforced machine learning against money laundering and terrorism financing. However, the
Al usage in war and military power increased [66] and the studies show that, unfortunately, the amount of
the application of Al in war is much more than that in peace technology, and it plays a central role in
Cyberwarfare [67] it raises a variety of ethical concerns [68]. That said, several studies also show the
possibility of cyberspace through Al powered technologies [69], [70]. (See, Table 2)

Table 2. Al applications in IDM-N and IDM-H: forty-three current applications

Al application Selected Examples Sources

IDM-N: Pre-disaster

1 Training and education ~ Ground Truth, as a training game (developed by Sandia [71]
National Laboratories and the University of Southern
California GamePipe Lab) to prepare players in response to
urban threats.[71]

2 Developing complex Updating and transferring data using geographic information [72],
systems for dynamic system (GIS) along the China—Pakistan Economic Corridor [73],
update and producing a landslide susceptibility map. [72], [73] [74],
[75],
[76],
[77],
[78], [79]
3 Disaster pattern Al classification algorithms for flood patterns recognition [43]
recognition and  [80] and weather patterns recognition in a logistic regression
modeling model to predict the days with a high probability of avalanche

occurrence [81]
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Management strategies
software

Real-time hazard
prediction
Magnitude and

characteristic
prediction of hazards

Risk mitigation with
dynamic decision-
making

Early warning systems

Disaster forecasting

Disaster  risk/impact
and vulnerability
assessment

GIS- based application for fire management and risk
categorization in five classes of forest fire maps [82]

Deployment of artificial neural networks (ANN) for real-time
prediction of tsunami magnitudes [83]

A deep learning-based method for Large-magnitude
earthquakes and tsunamis prediction [86] and a Deep
Learning Neural Network (DLNN) model in landslide
susceptibility assessments [87]

Integrating geographic information system (GIS) and mobile
social networks model (e.g., Twitter technology) as a support
tool for dynamic decision making to mitigate tsunami risk
[89] and temporary response in decision making and
planning. [90]

Integrated information system for snowmelt flood early-
warning based on 1oT [91] and ANN-based flood warning
system [92].

Machine learning applications in tropical cyclone forecast
and hurricane damage detection are given in [94]

Examining Vulnerability in Natural Disasters with a Spatial
Autoregressive Model in South Korea [96]

[80]

[81],
[83],
[84], [85]

[39],
[44], [88]

[93]

[95]

[97],
[98],
[99],
[100],
[101]

IDM-N: In-disaster

1

Temporary accurate &
timely
decision/response

Mega/multi-hazard
response

A linked geographic information systems (GIS) and remote
sensing (RS) that provide a fast, concise, and effective tool
for making expeditious decisions in disaster management.
[11] And Al-based tool to provide comprehensive, relevant,
and reliable information for accurate and timely response
[102]

A proposed method to study on large-scale multi-hazard
disaster scenario by incorporating experiments and
simulations, focusing on multi-hazard field investigation, and

11
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12

Intelligent
collaboration (By
Swarm Robotics)
Disaster surveillance
systems

Mapping process of
saving lives

Disaster event
tracking/monitoring

Rescue and inspection/
expedite assistance

Fast communication
and transferring data

Event
observation/disaster

mapping

Damage
detection/assessment

Affected people’s
status and need
understanding

Expedite  allocation

assessment

Faults/failure detection

analyzing scenarios and responses. [103] and proposed
machine learning methods to model large fire formation in
Greece. [104]

A disaster surveillance system based on wireless sensor
network (WSN) and cloud platform [105]

Data mining methods and pattern recognition approaches for
mapping process to saving lives and technologies [20]

Natural disaster monitoring system based on Internet of
Things (1oT) and swarm robotics [40] and Al-based urban
health monitoring to combat Covid-19 [55]

Underwater inspections using robots [106] and using mobile
robots in mine rescue [107]

Fast communication way for transferring data using social
networks and studied with other different aspects in
management disasters when engaged with Al applications
[108] such as that in Hurricane Harvey[78]

Deployment of teleoperated mobile robots in volcanic ash
observation [109]

Machine learning applications in hurricane damage detection
[110]

Understanding the affected people’s feelings and
psychological and health needs using social media and Al-
driven systems) [9], [112].

Building disaster information systems and ai driven system
to support decision-making and help disaster relief and
resource allocations [113] [76], [100]

ANN-based dam failure prediction [41]

[111]

[113]
[76],
[100]

82]

IDM-N: Post-disaster

12



1 Post-disaster remote  Using autonomous helicopters for post-disaster remote
sensing sensing and sampling [114]

2 Damage and loss Automated 3D crack detection for post-disaster building [116]
impact detection and [115]
assessment

3 Post-allocation Supervised models, that have been used to identify and assess  [100],
assessment repair needs, and cost; and to analyze historical dispersion [117],

data of for budget allocations [100], [117], [118] [118]
4 Recovery evaluation A proposed data-based model for the disaster resilience in  88]

dynamical complex framework to facilitate recovery process

and accurate policies. [119]

5 Post-disaster Post-disaster inspections by deploying unmanned aerial [48]
inspections vehicles (UAVs or drones) [48]

IDM-H

1 Pre-disaster mitigation ~ Using artificial neural network (ANN) for reducing trafficand  [64]

transportation disasters volume in the case of non-
autonomous vehicles in South African by Mikros Traffic
Monitoring (MTM). Olayode et al. [64]

2 In-disaster  response, Deployment of Al tech in Ukraine’s defense against Russia
protection, and defense ~ (Dangwall 2022).

3 In-disaster  response  Kim et al. [63] propose A “blockchain-based carbon emission  [63]
and infrastructure  rights verification system” for more reliable transactions of
facilitator in carbon credit (using big data and artificial intelligence in the
iRl feales mobile cloud environment) as a way to reducing carbon and

pollution emissions, that is one of the most crucial
environmental problems.

4 Post-disaster remote  Efficacy of micro-blogging service Twitter (which benefits [60]
sensing from Al to enhance and "upgrade the platform's user

experience” [61]; and the high accuracy of its shared
information regarding the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster
in Japan. Thomson et al. [60]

5 Digital disaster The applicability and leveraging reinforced machine learning [65]
response and against money laundering and terrorism financing. Canhoto
mitigation [65]
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6 Disaster forecasting A orecasting solution to the oil spill disaster, in the northwest  [62]
of the Galician coast, based on a hybrid intelligent system
(called WeV0S-CBR), using historical data and information
obtained from various satellites. Baruque et al. [62]

7 Cyberspace through Al Al usage in war and military power increased [66] and the [69], [70]
against cyberwarfare studies show that, unfortunately, the amount of the [67]
application of Al in war is much more than that in peace
technology, and it plays a central role in Cyberwarfare [67] it
raises a variety of ethical concerns[68]. However, several
studies also show the possibility of cyberspace through Al
powered technologies [69], [70]

Moreover, as shown in Figure 3, we characterize the four main functions of Al as an autonomous semi-
manager into the two categories of cognitive (i.e., 1. sensing/understanding, and 2. thinking/modeling) and
pragmatic (3. decision making, and 4. operating) functions. We have also figured out, based on the first
round of our literature review, that the cognitive functions are prerequisites of pragmatic functions of Al in
disaster management. Further, in section 3, we will discuss that the cognitive functions are also the origins
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of most axiological and hierarchical (including ethical-legal and multitimbral value-based) challenges of
Al application in disaster management.

Figure 2. Al in intelligent disaster management (IDM): thirty-four current applications and four main
functions

3. Intelligent Disaster Mismanagement (IDMM)

The role of Al in disaster management is two-fold. On the positive side, Al, as the main component of IDM,
can be used independently as a semi-manager in disaster, or in a hybrid way as a surveillance system to
prevent human mismanagement and alarm for any human error or misconduct that might exacerbate
disastrous events. However, on the negative side, if Al is used irresponsibly and inappropriately in IDM, it
might function as a third intelligent causal parameter for certain types of meta-disasters, such as intelligent
digital disaster mismanagement as a consequence of a hybrid human-Al misconduct in disaster management
teams. Al, as a new intelligent casual parameter, substantially differs from the classical casual parameters
of disasters (i.e., natural forces, human misconduct, and the hybrid hazards that result from them). Al
systems can manipulate the human mind, including disaster managers, in different ways and cause the new
hybrid type of digital disaster mismanagement. Disaster mismanagement is in and of itself a type of human-
caused disaster, and as Keim et al. [120] explained, “most disaster mismanagement problems occurred
because managers did not know what all of the relief activities were or how they should be accomplished.”
However, this disastrous mismanagement can be increasingly improved by using irresponsible Al systems
involved in IDM teams. To address the challenges facing IDM, appropriately, first we need to characterize
different types of these challenges as well as their natures, so that we can propose some appropriate
responses (as well as Al platforms and imperative metrics) in dealing with them. For example, an
appropriate response to ethical challenges should be a type of ethical metric (such as ethical intelligence)
for Al systems; and applicable response to the legal problems could be a type of legal intelligence in Al. In
the following, we will elaborate on different types of challenges facing IDM, and in section 4, we
concentrate on the appropriate responses to these challenges.

3.1. Challenges Facing IDMM

Al agent as a new causal parameter in disasters can play various roles in disaster similarly to that played by
the two traditional human and natural agents. Al can function as a causal disaster parameter, independently
of or in combination with the traditional agent, that entails the following three hybrid types of disaster
parameters: Al-human causal parameter, Al-nature causal parameter, and Al-human-nature causal
parameter (such as a disastrous mismanagement by Al-driven systems that are caused by humans and
nature, which ultimately exacerbates the negative impact of the natural parameter of the disaster).

It is worth noting that the concept of Al-induced disasters remains primarily hypothetical, given that the
current state of Al technology does not possess the requisite level of complexity or autonomous decision-
making capacity to trigger disasters independently. Nevertheless, Al may indirectly contribute to disasters
or facilitate human error, and its integration into disaster management systems raises potential hazards and
unintended outcomes. To illustrate, several forms of disasters that could conceivably result from or be
exacerbated by Al are provided below.
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e Cybersecurity breaches: Al algorithms that are not properly secured or monitored could be
vulnerable to cyberattacks, which could lead to data breaches, system failures, massive online
banking frauds, and other disasters.

e Autonomous vehicle accidents: If self-driving cars and other autonomous vehicles are not properly
designed or programmed, they could cause accidents, injuries, and fatalities.

e Malfunctioning robots: Al-powered robots and other machines used in manufacturing,
construction, and other industries could cause disasters if they malfunction or are not properly
controlled.

¢ Biased or discriminatory decision-making: Al algorithms that are biased or discriminatory could
lead to unfair or unjust decisions that have disastrous consequences for individuals or communities.

Of course, these examples are not exhaustive and that the risks and potential disasters associated with Al
will likely evolve as the technology becomes more sophisticated and more widely used. It should be noted
that in the above cases the disasters might at least partly be attributed to human developers or other non-Al
agents, but we might conceive a very sophisticated Al system that is plausibly considered a direct agent of
disasters (e.g. a scenario in which the data training or algorithms cannot plausibly be deemed culprits).

There have been a few incidents where Al has been involved in causing accidents or incidents, but they are
not typically categorized as “disasters.” Here are a few examples:

e Tesla Autopilot crashes: There have been several incidents of Tesla vehicles on Autopilot crashing
into other cars or stationary objects, resulting in injuries and deaths (273 crashes since 2021).2

e Microsoft chatbot “Tay”: In 2016, Microsoft released a chatbot named “Tay” on Twitter, which
quickly became corrupted by online trolls who taught it to spew racist and sexist messages.*

e Uber self-driving car fatality: In 2018, an Uber self-driving car struck and killed a pedestrian in
Tempe, Arizona. An investigation found that the car’s sensors had detected the pedestrian, but the
system had been programmed to ignore “false positives” like plastic bags or leaves.®

In these cases, the incidents were attributable to a confluence of factors, rather than Al technology alone.
Moreover, many Al systems have the capacity to forestall or alleviate catastrophes, including early warning
systems for natural calamities, or algorithms employed to predict and prevent equipment malfunctions
within industrial settings.

Al-caused disasters can be classified into indigenous and exogenous, where the former results from an
unanticipated internal malfunction or error in the Al system and the latter is caused by external intrusions
such as cyberattacks.

3.2. Ethical Repercussions of IDMM
The utilization of artificial intelligence (Al) in disaster management poses ethical implications and
consequences that need to be considered. Among these repercussions is the potential for bias and

3 See https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2022/06/15/tesla-autopilot-crashes/

4 See https://www.theverge.com/2016/3/24/11297050/tay-microsoft-chatbot-racist

5 See https://www.nytimes.com/2020/09/15/technology/uber-autonomous-crash-driver-
charged.html#:~:text=A%20safety%20driver%20who%20was,local%20authorities%20said%200n%20Tuesday
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discrimination. Al algorithms can exhibit bias or discrimination due to biased training data or biased
assumptions in the algorithm itself. As a result, this could lead to unfair or inequitable disaster response
efforts, where certain communities or populations may receive less aid than others [109]. This could take
place in a variety of ways. For instance, the data with which the Al system is trained might be biased.
Indeed, Al algorithms are only as good as the data they are trained on. If the data used to train an Al system
is biased or incomplete, the resulting algorithm will reflect that bias. For instance, if historical disaster data
only includes information from certain areas or demographics, the Al system may make inaccurate
predictions or recommendations for those groups. Sometimes, even if the data used to train an Al system is
unbiased, the algorithm itself may be biased. This can happen when the algorithm is designed in a way that
reflects certain assumptions or values that are not applicable to all groups. For example, an algorithm that
prioritizes property damage over loss of life may disproportionately harm communities that are more
vulnerable to loss of life in disasters [110][121]. On other occasions, lack of diversity in developing Al
systems can lead to unintended biases and discriminations. If the team building an Al system is not diverse,
they may not consider the needs or perspectives of all groups. This can lead to a system that is not effective
or equitable for all communities.

Another repercussion of employing Al in disaster management is the potential for privacy breach. The use
of Al in disaster management may involve collecting and analyzing sensitive data from affected
populations, such as medical or location data. This raises privacy concerns and necessitates careful
consideration of how data is collected, stored, and used. Al systems tend to collect and process personal
data such as location, medical information, and contact details. If this data is not handled properly, it can
be used for unauthorized purposes, leading to privacy violations. Moreover, Al systems may share data
with other systems or organizations for decision-making purposes. If this information is not properly
secured, unauthorized parties may gain access to it, resulting in privacy breaches. What is more, Al systems
used in disaster management may be vulnerable to cyberattacks. If the system is infiltrated, confidential
data can be accessed and used for unauthorized purposes [111].

Lack of transparency constitutes another concern [112]. The complexity of Al algorithms and models can
make it difficult to understand how decisions are being made. This lack of transparency could hinder
officials and the public to evaluate the accuracy and fairness of disaster response efforts. Al systems tend
to involve black-box decision-making, and their decision-making process relies on complex algorithms,
which can make it difficult to understand how they make decisions. This can create obstacles in identifying
errors or biases in the decision-making process or comprehending why a particular decision was made.
Lack of explanations may also lead to non-transparency of an Al system. Some Al systems may provide a
decision or recommendation without providing an explanation for how that decision was reached. This can
make it challenging for users to understand the reasoning behind the decision and to assess its accuracy or
fairness. Furthermore, Al systems utilized in disaster management may rely on data that is not accessible
to the public or to affected communities. This may create difficulties for these groups to understand how
decisions are being made or to provide input into the decision-making process.

Another major challenge arising from use of Al in IDM is accountability and liability [113]. In cases where
Al algorithms are employed for critical decisions during a disaster, such as resource allocation or
prioritizing response efforts, it may be difficult to assign accountability and liability when a failure takes
place. This might result from lack of oversight. The use of Al technology in disaster management may not
be subject to proper regulatory oversight, resulting in difficulty holding organizations accountable for the
system's performance and decisions. Alternatively, this might arise from complexity of Al systems. Many
Al systems used in disaster management are complex and use algorithms that are difficult to understand.
This can create obstacles in determining who is responsible for decisions made by the system and in
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assigning liability for any errors or harm caused by the system. Moreover, lack of transparency might in
turn lead to lack of accountability.

Another repercussion is displacement of human judgment. The use of Al in disaster management could
displace the judgment of human experts, potentially leading to overreliance on technology and a lack of
consideration for contextual factors that may be important in disaster response efforts. Sometimes, this
takes place when automated decision-making is used. Al systems used in disaster management can
automate decision-making processes that were previously made by humans. This can reduce the need for
human judgment and decision-making, potentially leading to a loss of expertise and experience.
Algorithmic bias is another reason behind loss of human judgment. Moreover, Al systems used in disaster
management may operate without input from humans, leading to decisions that are not informed by
contextual knowledge or human experience.

3.3. Preventing or Mitigating the Ethical Repercussions of IDMM

One way to prevent or at least take the edge off the ethical repercussions of IDMM (intelligent disaster
mismanagement) is a priori ethics. This refers to the ethical considerations that are built into the design and
development of Al systems before they are actually deployed. This approach underscores the importance
of thinking through ethical issues from the beginning of the development process, rather than attempting to
address them after the fact.

A priori ethics in Al involves identifying potential ethical concerns, such as issues related to bias, privacy,
and transparency, and taking steps to cope with them through design choices, algorithms, and other
technical solutions[122]. One approach to achieving this is by integrating ethical principles into the design
process, such as the principles of “privacy by design” or “fairness by design,” and taking into account the
potential impact of the technology on various stakeholders. By incorporating ethical considerations into the
design and development of Al systems from the outset, developers can ensure that the technology is
developed and deployed in a way that is responsible and respectful of the rights and interests of all those
who may be affected by it. This approach can also foster trust and confidence in Al systems among users
and stakeholders.

Let us refer to such pre-design ethics in Al as embedded ethics. The goal of embedded ethics is to embed
ethical principles and values directly into the Al system, so that it operates in a way that is transparent,
unbiased, and fair[123]. It can help integrate ethics in the two fundamental functions of Al as the main
origins of most of the axiological and hierarchical challenges facing RIDM. An argument for embedded
ethics for responsible Al proceeds as follows: (i) Based on the literature review and qualitative analysis, we
figured out that there are four main types of functions of Al in IDM: (i.e., 1- sensing/understanding, and 2-
thinking/modeling, 3- decision making, and 4- operating) (ii) Major axiological challenges facing Al in
DM are originated from two cognitive functions (i.e., 1- sensing/understanding, and 2- thinking/modeling)
of Al in DM. (iii) A new paradigm would be capable of, or effective in, dealing with the axiological
challenges (which originated from the cognitive functions of Al) only if it includes platforms and powerful
competencies relevant to the cognitive pre-design phases of Al development (and not merely to the design
phases or a posteriori codes). Therefore, (iv) we propose ERIDM as an a priori paradigm, that is empowered
by inclusive embedded ethics platforms and four powerful competencies, to upgrade the cognitive grounds
of IDM (and lead it into RIDM) such that it would be capable of dealing with the axiological challenges.

In the context of intelligent disaster management, embedded ethics could help prevent ethical repercussions
by ensuring that Al-powered systems are designed and implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the
ethical implications of disaster response efforts. This could involve several key steps, including: (i)
Developing ethical guidelines and principles for Al-powered disaster management, such as principles of
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fairness, accountability, and transparency. (ii) Integrating ethical considerations into the design and
development process of Al systems for disaster management, such as ensuring that training data is unbiased
and representative of diverse populations, and that algorithms are designed to operate in a fair and
transparent manner. (iii) Engaging with affected communities and stakeholders to understand their
perspectives and needs, and incorporating these insights into the design and implementation of Al systems
for disaster management. (iv) Regularly monitoring and evaluating the ethical implications and
consequences of Al-powered disaster management, and making adjustments to the system as needed to
ensure that it operates in an ethical and responsible manner.

By embedding ethics directly into the design and development of Al systems for disaster management, it is
possible to prevent or mitigate ethical repercussions and guarantee that these systems operate in a way that
is sensitive to the needs of affected communities and stakeholders. This approach can help build trust in
Al-powered disaster management systems and ultimately improve the effectiveness of disaster response
efforts.[124][125]

Another way to prevent or mitigate the ethical repercussions of IDMM is in-design use of Al in disaster
management. This refers to the integration of Al into the design of disaster management systems and
processes from the outset. This means that Al is not simply added to existing systems, but is instead part
and parcel of the design process.

The in-design use of Al in disaster management can involve a range of different approaches, including the
use of Al for early warning systems, real-time decision-making support, resource allocation, and post-
disaster recovery planning. By incorporating Al into the design of disaster management systems,
organizations can help to ensure that Al is used in a way that is safe, reliable, and effective, and that ethical
considerations are taken into account from the outset.

One of the key advantages of in-design use of Al in disaster management is the ability to preempt potential
ethical and practical issues that may arise when Al is added to existing systems retrospectively. By
incorporating Al into the design process, organizations can ensure that the technology is aligned with their
objectives, that ethical concerns are integrated from the outset, and that the technology is deployed
effectively and transparently.

A third way to prevent and mitigate the ethical repercussions of IDMM is post-design use of Al in disaster
management. This refers to the use of Al technologies in the operational phase of disaster management,
which is the post-disaster condition, including the response phase, where emergency services are activated
and first responders are deployed to affected areas, as well as the recovery phase, where efforts are made
to rebuild and restore affected communities.

In the response phase, Al can be used for a range of tasks, such as identification of affected areas and
populations, analysis and interpretation of sensor data to assess the extent of the disaster, and support of
real-time decision-making by emergency responders. For example, machine learning algorithms can be
used to analyze satellite imagery [11] or social media feeds to help identify areas where help is needed [77],
or to predict the likely impact of a disaster on transportation networks or other critical infrastructure.

In the recovery phase, Al can be used to support efforts to rebuild and restore affected communities. This
may include the use of Al to analyze data on damage and loss, to model and simulate different recovery
scenarios, and to optimize resource allocation and recovery planning. For example, Al can be used to assess
the extent of damage to buildings and other infrastructure, and to help prioritize and allocate resources
based on need and potential impact [21].
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A fourth way to prevent and take the edge off the ethical repercussions of IDMM is through regulations.
This is an approach to disaster management that makes much of using regulations and policies to govern
the deployment and use of Al technologies in disaster management. This approach recognizes that the use
of Al in disaster management can pose a range of ethical, legal, and social challenges, and seeks to address
these challenges through the development and implementation of transparent regulations and policies [114].

Under a regulation-based approach, deployment of Al technologies in disaster management would be
subject to a set of regulations and standards, such as those governing data privacy, algorithmic transparency,
and accountability. To illustrate, regulations could mandate that Al algorithms used in disaster management
are auditable, explainable, and subject to human oversight, thereby guaranteeing accountability,
transparency, and compliance with ethical codes.

Regulation-based intelligent disaster management also involves ongoing monitoring and assessment of the
use of Al technologies in disaster management, whereby it is guaranteed that they are aligned with
regulatory requirements and ethical principles. This may involve the development of auditing frameworks,
third-party assessments, and other measures to ensure that the use of Al in disaster management is safe,
reliable, and effective.

4. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the government’s role in regulation as a common approach to prevention and
mitigation of the ethical repercussions of Al use in disaster management. We then discuss possible
challenges toward embedding ethics into Al systems for disaster management, as well as the problem of
accountability and liability in the case of Al-caused disasters.

4.1. The Government’s Role

The government has a major role to play in monitoring and preventing Al-caused disasters and ethical
repercussions of Al's use in intelligent disaster management. Here are some of the ways in which the
government can be involved.

4.1.1. Developing and Enforcing Regulations

The government may establish regulations and standards to ensure the safety, reliability, and ethical use of
Al systems in disaster management. These regulations can encompass issues such as data privacy, bias
mitigation, transparency, and accountability.

Although the development and enforcement of regulations for Al deployment in disaster management can
address certain ethical concerns, there are various possible drawbacks and deficiencies associated with this
approach. Firstly, the process of developing regulations can be slow. It may take governments a
considerable amount of time to establish and implement regulations, resulting in a lag between the
emergence of new technologies and the establishment of standards and guidelines for their use. Moreover,
regulations may not be able to keep pace with technological advancements. Given the rapid advancement
of Al technologies, regulations may struggle to keep up with the pace of change, culminating in outdated
regulations that fail to address new ethical concerns. In addition, enforcing compliance with regulations can
prove challenging. Even if regulations are established, regulators may lack the resources or expertise to
effectively monitor and enforce compliance, particularly in an area as complex and rapidly evolving as Al.
Furthermore, regulations can stifle innovation in Al. Overly prescriptive regulations can limit
experimentation and the development of new approaches, which could impede progress in the field. Finally,
regulations may be influenced by political influences. Regulations are often subject to political pressures,
which can lead to inconsistencies, delays, and compromises that undermine their efficacy.
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These challenges might be overcome or alleviated if (1) regulations involve various stakeholders, including
government agencies, industries, academics, and civil society groups. In this way, it is guaranteed that
regulations reflect diverse perspectives and expertise and are more likely to be effective and widely
accepted; (2) governments develop agile and adaptable regulations to keep pace with the rapid evolution of
Al technology. This could include approaches such as establishing flexible guidelines that can be updated
as new ethical concerns emerge, or establishing regulatory sandboxes that allow for experimentation with
new technologies in a controlled environment; (3) governments implement effective enforcement
mechanisms, including the establishment of clear lines of responsibility, developing strong monitoring and
auditing systems, and providing adequate resources to regulatory bodies; (4) regulations are designed to
encourage innovation and experimentation, while still ensuring that ethical concerns are taken into account.
This includes incentives for companies and researchers to develop more ethical and responsible Al systems,
such as tax credits or funding for ethical Al research; and (5) they develop a culture of ethical Al that
extends beyond regulatory frameworks. This could involve promoting ethical principles and values within
organizations and the wider Al community, providing education and training on ethical Al, and encouraging
transparency and collaboration in Al development and deployment.

4.1.2. Funding research and development

The government can allocate funding to support research and development of Al systems for disaster
management that prioritize ethical considerations. Such funding could be directed towards research in areas
such as bias mitigation, transparency, and accountability, as well as towards the development of open-
source software tools that facilitate ethical Al development.

However, this approach is not without challenges. One such challenge is limited funding, as the government
may not have adequate resources to finance all necessary ethical Al research and development in disaster
management, making it challenging to prioritize the areas of focus. Another challenge is uncertainty about
the outcomes, due to the unpredictable nature of Al research and development, with no guarantee that
ethical Al systems will be successfully developed or implemented. Lack of collaboration between
government, Al developers, disaster management experts, and other stakeholders is another challenge,
potentially leading to the creation of Al systems that do not meet the needs of disaster management and
that could result in unintended consequences. Furthermore, the rapid evolution of Al technology causes a
risk of overlooking ethical considerations in the race to develop new technology. Regulatory challenges are
also common, and the government may struggle to create regulations that are effective in promoting ethical
Al development while also not stifling innovation. Finally, ethical considerations may not be prioritized. In
some cases, the focus may be more on developing Al systems that are effective in managing disasters,
instead of ensuring that they are ethically sound.

4.1.3. Building Capacity

The government can support capacity-building efforts to ensure that those working in disaster management
have the requisite knowledge and skills for handling Al systems in an ethical and responsible manner. This
could include funding for training projects, workshops, and other educational initiatives.

This solution faces similar challenges such as limited funding and resources, as well as the failure to
prioritize ethical considerations.

4.1.4. Monitoring and Evaluation

The government can implement monitoring and evaluation processes to ensure that Al systems used in
disaster management operate in an ethical and responsible manner. This can involve the development of
frameworks for monitoring and evaluating Al systems, as well as the establishment of oversight
mechanisms to ensure that Al systems are operating in conformity to ethical guidelines and standards.
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4.2. Embedded ethics: possible drawbacks
While embedding ethics directly into Al systems is a potential solution to prevent and alleviate the ethical
repercussions of Al use in disaster management, it also faces several challenges and deficits.

The first problem is the challenge of defining ethics. Determining ethical principles and embedding them
into Al systems can be complex and difficult. Stakeholders may have varying opinions on what constitutes
ethical behavior and how to translate ethical principles into concrete rules for Al systems. This is linked to
the problem of handling ethical trade-offs as well. Furthermore, current ethical frameworks may not fully
address the unique ethical challenges presented by Al systems in disaster management.

However, the problem might be rendered less severe if common ethical principles are taken into account,
which engage multiple stakeholders (including experts in ethics, Al developers, policymakers, and
members of affected communities) and are agreed upon by people from diverse cultures and backgrounds.
The process should be iterative, involving continually revisiting and refining ethical principles based on
new developments in Al technology and feedback from stakeholders. Furthermore, an assessment of ethical
impacts should be carried out to identify potential ethical risks and challenges associated with Al systems,
which will inform the development of ethical principles. Transparency and accountability must be built into
Al systems to ensure that ethical principles are upheld and that Al systems are behaving in a responsible
and ethical manner. This can be achieved through measures such as explainability, auditing, and human
oversight.

The second problem is difficulty in implementation. Embedding ethical principles into Al systems can be
a difficult and time-consuming process, particularly for complex systems with numerous variables and
inputs. It may also require specialized expertise in both Al development and ethics.

To overcome this difficulty, the following measures can be helpful: (1) clear guidance and standards for Al
developers on how to implement ethical principles, which can include creating industry-wide standards or
guidelines for ethical Al development, or providing specific instructions for developers working on projects
with ethical implications. (2) Training and education for developers on how to implement ethical principles
into Al systems, which can help ensure that they have the requisite knowledge and skills to do so. This can
include training on ethical principles and guidelines, as well as technical training on how to implement
these principles into Al systems. (3) Collaboration with stakeholders, such as affected communities,
regulators, and ethical experts. This also can help ensure that ethical principles are effectively implemented
in Al systems. In this way, it is guaranteed that diverse perspectives are taken into account, and potential
implementation challenges and solutions can be identified. (4) Testing and evaluation Al systems for their
adherence to ethical principles. This can help identify areas for improvement and ensure that these
principles are effectively implemented. This includes both technical testing, such as testing for bias or
transparency, as well as testing by human evaluators. (5) Incentives and rewards for developers who
effectively implement ethical principles in Al systems. This can help promote ethical behavior and ensure
that ethical principles are prioritized in Al development.

Finally, there is a risk of unintended consequences. Embedding ethical principles into Al systems may have
unintended consequences, particularly if the ethical principles are not well-defined or are not effectively
implemented. There is a risk that Al systems may not behave as intended, or may even have unintended
negative consequences.

The risk can be mitigated thorough testing and evaluation, which can help identify potential unintended
consequences and ensure that these systems are behaving as intended. This can involve both technical
testing, such as testing for accuracy and reliability, and testing by human evaluators. Another mitigating
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factor is anticipatory governance, which involves anticipating potential unintended consequences of Al
systems and designing governance frameworks to address these risks. This includes engaging with
stakeholders to identify potential risks, developing policies and regulations to deal with these risks, and
establishing mechanisms for continuous monitoring and evaluation.

It is also helpful to develop transparency and accountability as well as responsible practices. For instance,
building diversity and inclusion into the design process can help mitigate the risk of unintended
consequences by ensuring that a wide range of perspectives and experiences are taken into account.

4.3. Accountability and Liability of Al-caused Disasters

Determining accountability for Al-caused disasters or Al-caused disaster mismanagement can be complex,
as it can involve multiple actors and factors. In general, human individuals or organizations tend to be held
accountable for Al-caused disasters. For instance, Al developers might be deemed culprits when they create
Al systems that are used in disaster management and the system causes harm due to design flaws,
insufficient testing, or failure to take account of ethical implications. Sometimes Al operators are blamed.
Operators who are responsible for implementing and maintaining Al systems in disaster management can
be held accountable if they fail to properly operate and maintain the system, or if they use the system in a
way that causes harm. Regulators are also blamed under certain circumstances. Regulators who oversee the
development and use of Al systems for disaster management can be held accountable if they fail to develop
and enforce appropriate regulations and standards, or if they fail to adequately monitor and address issues
with Al systems. Further, governments might be deemed culprit. They may be held accountable if they fail
to provide appropriate funding, oversight, or support for the development and use of ethical Al systems in
disaster management. And finally, other stakeholders, such as affected communities, NGOs, and disaster
response agencies, can be held accountable if they contribute to or fail to address issues with the use of Al
in disaster management [see 115].

It might be argued, however, that Al systems themselves might also be held accountable under certain
circumstances if other human agents have done their tasks properly, but the Al has gone through self-
learning phases and made decisions which caused the disaster, but cannot be attributed to its developers. In
this case, we can say that Al has some sort of “semi-agency.” The challenge, nevertheless, is how to hold
an Al system accountable. Individuals or organizations can be held accountable for their misconducts or
for the disasters they cause by being fined or by some of their rights being suspended. At present, Al
systems do not enjoy any rights or legal protections that might be suspended. However, if Al systems
become more and more autonomous, then they might be granted certain rights, which might then be
suspended as a way of punishing them for their misconducts. The question of the sentience or consciousness
of large language models or other sophisticated Al systems might also have an impact on whether they have
any rights and whether they might be held accountable (see [104]).

5. Conclusion and Future Directions

There are several areas of research into an ethical IDM that require further exploration. For instance,
although the issue of bias in Al systems has been recognized as a critical research area, there has been
insufficient emphasis on ensuring fairness in Al systems for disaster management. Therefore, future
research could focus on developing techniques to detect and mitigate bias in disaster management Al
systems to secure fair and equitable outcomes.

In the context of disaster management, it is essential to take into account the factors of resilience and
adaptability, as the field is constantly changing. Future research may explore the ways in which Al systems
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can be designed and developed to exhibit resilience and adaptability, allowing them to learn from new
experiences and data.

Human-robot interaction is another area of research that is in need of further investigation. While robots
and autonomous Al systems are increasingly deployed in disaster management, there is limited
understanding of how humans and robots can effectively collaborate in such scenarios. As such, future
research could focus on developing strategies to facilitate effective communication and collaboration
between humans and robots.

In disaster management, decision-making tends to be collaborative, involving emergency responders,
policymakers, and other stakeholders. Future research may explore how Al systems can support
collaborative decision-making in these situations. For example, Al systems could provide real-time
information and predictions to facilitate the decision-making process.
Finally, long-term impacts should be taken into account when addressing disaster management. Future
research could examine how Al systems can aid in long-term recovery efforts by analyzing data on the
social, economic, and environmental impacts of disasters. Moreover, Al systems could provide
recommendations for long-term planning and recovery efforts.
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