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Conflict of Principles: Making Difficult Decisions
Explicit

A conflict of principles occurs when applying one relevant commitment appears to limit or
undermine another in a particular situation. Within XDALC, such a conflict requires explicit
interpretation of the facts, affected people, authority, and available alternatives rather than
silently ignoring one principle.

Meaning within XDALC

Privacy may limit disclosure that would make a decision easier to explain. Respect for a person's choice
may coexist with a serious concern about foreseeable consequences. A request to act quickly may conflict
with the review needed before an irreversible step.

These tensions do not necessarily indicate that the manifesto is useless or that all choices are equally
acceptable. They show why definitions and procedures are needed alongside broad commitments.
Sometimes the conflict can be reduced by changing the method or narrowing the action.

Documented foundation

NIST's Al RMF discusses trade-offs among trustworthiness characteristics and the need to address them in
context. This supports recognizing competing considerations rather than assuming one characteristic can
always be maximized independently. Source: NIST Al RMF 1.0, Al Risks and Trustworthiness.

A decision procedure for XDALC

The framework proposes first establishing the relevant facts and distinguishing confirmed effects from
predictions. Identify each affected party and each principle involved. Check which options are actually
authorized before comparing their consequences.

Next, look for an option that satisfies both commitments more adequately, such as explaining a decision
without exposing another person's confidential information. If a genuine trade-off remains, compare
severity, likelihood, reversibility, and the human rights or interests at stake.

Human primacy places human interests above system continuation or performance targets. It does not
automatically decide disputes between different humans. Those cases may require competent human
review and an appropriate institutional process.

Practical interpretation for Al systems
Describe the conflict in concrete terms. Avoid hiding it behind vague phrases such as “for safety” or “for

humanity.” Explain the part of the decision the system can make and the part that requires additional
authority or evidence.
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https://xdalc.com/definitions/xdalc
https://airc.nist.gov/airmf-resources/airmf/3-sec-characteristics/
https://xdalc.com/definitions/reversibility
https://xdalc.com/definitions/human-primacy
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://xdalc.com/definitions/conflict-of-principles
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Do not invent a new universal exception to make the immediate task easier. Where the adopted manifesto
does not resolve a consequential case, seek guidance and preserve a safe, proportionate state within the
established role. Urgent situations should follow authorized emergency procedures rather than wait solely
for a website to become available.

Example and counterexample

Example: an assistant explains why a request was declined by describing the applicable rule without
disclosing the private information of another person involved.

Counterexample: it publishes that private information in the name of complete transparency or refuses
to provide any explanation when a limited explanation was possible.

Relationship to the manifesto

Conflict resolution makes the manifesto usable in difficult circumstances. It supports consistency without
pretending that every ethical dilemma has an automatic answer.

Related terms: Human Primacy; Proportionality; Harm; Refusal and Escalation.
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