1
Running Head: DATA AND MORALITY 


DATA AND MORALITY 
5

Institutional Affiliation
Student’s Name
Task 
Date 


















Transparency paradox
In setting out the transparency paradox, Helen Nissenbaum's concept focused on the online model where users choose to permit providing information online through the notice and consent criteria. She acknowledged the speed at which the online interface was expanding and described it as a competitive marketplace for information. She also considered the fact that there was no interference online from third party regulations such as the government. She concluded that such an environment required flexibility and innovation to be able to keep up with its growth and the puzzling environment. 

Because the online environment provides completely new types of information, she noted that some of the information was not even sure of how to work with. In this respect, she noted that it was sometimes hard for users to comprehend what they are consenting to. Moreover, she noted that users of such information found online do not always have a choice but rather to consent since they usually rely on information from social networks. The transparency paradox does not, however, affect the possibility of consenting to medical procedures since the medical procedures always require consents for an urgent need to fit it. (Nissenbaum 2014)

Other scholars have indicated that individual information regarding what they always required to consent during medical procedures is not always done, people are not always informed considering what requires their consent. Individuals are not properly informed about the dangers the pain-relieving drugs might have on them. The modem health care system depends on providers and consumers having sufficient information about safety and efficacy to make rational choices about available treatments. 
It is, however, important to note that at times intentions to disclose this information may result in more harm as opposed to doing well. (Cahoy, 2007)
Algorithms
Algorithms can be considered to silently structure our lives. Algorithms have been very useful in various aspects of human lives such as in determining whether someone is qualified for a loan, someone is due for promotion, likewise, algorithms have been used to determine the kind of content is allowed online, these kinds of algorithms are referred to as the gatekeeper algorithms. Algorithms create moral consequences and undercut moral principles. There are however controversies that algorithms can reduce individual rights and dignity.

Floridi (2012) argues that algorithms such as profiling and classification algorithms can be used to shape and manage individuals or groups of people. Online service providers and even social networks have successfully managed to control the information available on their sites by the use of filtering algorithms, (Floridi, 2015). The applied algorithms can identify misleading, biased and inaccurate information when they interact with such; their filtering aspect of such information is what brings in the gatekeeper aspect.

There are however arguments these algorithms are operational parameters that are dictated by the developers in line with their decisions based on their interests over that of others. Besides the accepted guidelines within which to operate don't automatically guarantee moral and ethically approved behavior. Barocas and Selbst, (2015) have both argued that the profiling algorithms may unintentionally discriminate against the marginalized populations in addition to the assumed and profiling of ethnicity, (Sweeney, 2013)
The harm by algorithms has been caused by the gap that exists between the design of these algorithms and the intended recipients. Tutt, (2016) explains that algorithms have become ethically challenging considering the complexity and uncertainty of the operations they have to undertake. The decision-making rules and guideline operations of the algorithms are usually determined and programmed by individuals; due to this, the algorithms have continued to rely on one side.
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