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Brief description | This module supports you in a discursive, case study centred, exploration of
of module ' moral tensions and extended responsibilities that arise during processes of Al
(approx. 600 chars.) |design and development. It guides you through debates about the systemic
sociotechnical dynamics with which Al are increasingly entangled. You will learn
about managing complex stakeholder relationships over time and become
better informed about the regulatory regimes that apply to different forms of Al
around the world. The module will focus on the specificities of Al and the
process of making trades offs between opportunities and risks so that we don’t
systematically exclude the vulnerable or exacerbate prejudice.
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Learning and teaching

Module description

Learning outcomes At the end of the module you should be able to:

(1) Explain why the call for responsible Al has emerged and identify the approaches
adopted by stakeholders within different organizational contexts.

(2) Ciritically discuss theories and frameworks relating to the processes and practices of
responsible Al.

(3) Deepen understanding of the contemporary emerging technologies covered on the
course with particular emphasis on the dynamic relationship between applications of Al
and their ethical implications. (4) Critically evaluate the discourses that characterise
inclusive and reflective approaches to the management of contemporary emerging
technologies in workplaces.

(5) Assess practies of accountability, responsibility, fairness, and sustainability in
relation to digital innovation projects.

(6) Formulate your own considered views on particular aspects of responsible Al
examined in the course.

(7) Critically appraise case study data gathered as part of the course assessment with a
view to both making and taking an informed research perspective on responsible digital
innovation both in writing and in class discussion.

(8) Enhance your research skills by consulting relevant sources of information for the
purpose of presenting and discussing case studies both in writing and in class
discussion.

(9) Develop your understanding of the social, political, and economic context in which
stakeholders are attempting to achieve responsible Al and manage its consequences.



Module content

Key topics covered session-by-session (20 hr module organised as 5 x 4 hr sessions):
1i. Understanding the responsibility gap: Examines how a tech ethics crisis emerged,
illustrated by high profiles cases. Relates Christensen’s notion of modularization and
specialisation to the emergence of gaps. Discusses how emerging contemporary
technologies overflow existing regulatory frameworks. ldentifies responsibility gaps.
Asks students to share their stories of hope and concern surrounding Al technologies.
1ii. How do we become responsible? Introduces multiple, different theories of
responsibility attribution and weighs up their strengths and limitations. Argues that a
conventional notion of responsibility is premised upon attributing duties, obligations
and/or blame to an individual human actor which becomes challenging considering the
distributed agencies of contemporary emerging technologies. Introduces the notion of
extended agencies and a range of sociotechnical approaches. Using a stakeholder
approach, tensions and issues relating to the attribution of responsibility are explored in
different settings.

2i. Understanding the accountability gap: Notes that responsibility mechanisms are
more effective when they are situated in a conducive institutional context. Provides a
brief overview of how approaches to CSR have evolved over time and how the notion of
‘stakeholding’ has changed (shared value, sustainability etc). CSR is critiqued to
highlight multiple dominant discourses and cultural reference points to achieve a more
global perspective. Considers whether the recent adoption of ethics by big tech might
constitute ‘ethics washing’. Examines where, when, and how accountability mechanisms
are designed into systems of work.

2ii. Session on case studies and essay preparation

3i. How do we work responsibly with Al? Explores the challenges and opportunities of
Al collaboration using case studies from different settings. Theories of collaboration are
weighed up using examples in different settings. We explore how much we understand
human-human collaboration and then consider what it means to have an Al co-pilot. How
do Al collaborations reconfigure the attribution of responsibility? Do responsibility gaps
emerge and what kind of accountability mechanisms might be used to counter the ethical
tensions and issues in different settings?

3ii. Understanding distributed/shared responsibility: Introduces approaches to
responsible innovation, exploring their strengths and limitations. Reviews historical work
design, how different configurations of work have impacted wellbeing. Considers the
different frameworks, guidelines, principles, tools, and practices that might lead to
sustainable responsible innovation. Discusses the notions of transparency,
explainability, and how they relate to responsibility and accountability.

4i. How to enact fairness in big data and Al tools? Breaks down the Neutrality Fallacy
and investigates how, when, and why bias enters data practices. Examining forms of
human bias that emerge in the workplace and how it relates (or not) to machine bias.
Debating fairness and understanding it as a historically sensitive, situated notion.
Discussing other ways of developing Information Ethics. Exploring Floridi’'s notion of
Artificial Evil and Environmental Macroethics.

4ii. Learning about corporate ethics in action (guest talk). For example, discussing the
difference between compliance and ethics with a corporate legal counsel and company
ethicist. Hearing about real cases and the trade-offs that were needed to achieve more
positive outcomes. How might we achieve change from within large corporations? Are
born digital firms better placed to make a difference?

5i. Reimagining the responsible firm: Reviewing the various approaches (in theory and
practice) to better integrate ethics at work. Examining the motivations and conditions of
possibility for Purposeful Organizations; 360 degree corporations; Regenerative
Organizations; Senge’s Fifth Stage of Sustainability. Discussing different examples of
ethical business e.g. social innovation, ethics by design, sustainability start-ups.
Considering the extent to which redesigning platforms and infrastructures might enable
ethical oucomes e.g. privacy enhancing Al technologies.

5ii. Managing the balance between hope and concern - Explores the implications of
opening up an ecology of responsibility relations. If we have to arrive at trade-offs,
where, when, why and how do we make them? Considers the notions of institutional
entrepreneurship and liminal innovation. Encourages students to reflect on how their
sense of hope and concern has changed during the course. Discussion of the case
studies that they have engaged with on the course, both on the syllabus and through
their own assignments. Maps out careers that would lead to working as corporate



Learning and
Teaching Approach

Assessment
Strategy

Teaching will be practice-centred using case studies as the basis for discussions and
debates. Case studies are an appropriate method for teaching and learning about
challenges in the workplace surrounded by uncertainty where there is no ‘right’ and
‘wrong’ answer. This teaching method enables discussion and debate, applying theories
and ideas to a concrete situation leading to better understanding of different
management approaches.

The learning and teaching approach is reflective, using a case study approach to
examine how the uncertainties and trade-offs surrounding ethics at work relate to
theoretical debates. The ethical challenges surrounding contemporary emerging
technologies are the core focus with specific case studies varying from year to year.
Each session will be comprised of short lectures (10-15mins), interspersed with group
discussion of set readings (selected journal articles, book chapters, and policy
documents), and interactive exercises. The case study teaching will involve a mix of role
play, small group exercises, debates, and group discussion. Where appropriate, guest
speakers will be invited to share their experience of how ethics at work is enacted in
practice to ground and illustrate key themes on the course. Students are encouraged to
reflect on the similarities and differences between theory and practice in different
contexts.

Individual - mini case study report - 40% - 2000 words  Individual - Essay - 50% -
2500 words Class participation - 10% - Assessed by leader/GTA  Description and
logic of assessment

A formative assignment will be submitted at the end of week 3. This is comprised of a
short stakeholder analysis identifying interest and power dynamics over time in a given
setting. It prepares them for the mini case study report in which the different
perspectives need to be examined and put in context.

The original mini case study (2000 words) submitted approx. half way through the module
is worth 40% of the total mark for the module. This provides an opportunity for module
leaders to discuss the strengths and limitations of different case study options with the
students. It enables the module leader to initiate discussions about key points of
knowledge and development of skills that you will need to be active learners in this topic
area. For example, our discussion of the different case studies being produced by class
members will give us an opportunity to practice how to deconstruct the data they gather.
This will involve stakeholder analyses (building on formative) to help you foreground the
dynamic relationship between digital innovation, practices, and their ethical implications.
In acknowledgement that management practice is under pressure to catch up with the
pace of digital innovation the case study assignment is structured around processes of
problematisation: How did we get here? What is this a case of? These discussions
ensure that the students thoroughly understand the kind of ethical issue or challenge
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Feedback

Reading list
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foundational principles of the course and appropriate literature. This learning cycle helps
you to pace the development of your work with skills that are fresh in your mind.

The summative assessment builds on the formative assignment (stakeholder analysis)
and the case study exercise. Using examples from different case study research on
digital innovation studied on the module and researched for your essay, you will illustrate
an ethical issue or management challenge relating to contemporary technologies in a
specific workplace. You will be advised to check your essay titles with the module leader
in advance.

The relationship between the formative and summative assignments is designed to
reflect the research process of grounded theorists, a systematic methodology used by
qualitative researchers. An empirical study is undertaken to establish a corpus of
systematically data gathered from multiple, carefully cross-referenced sources with an
emphasis on original data (rather than secondary). Where grounded theory researchers
in the field compose theoretical and fieldwork memos during their longitudinal studies,
you will write up and reflect upon your formative mini-case study. Having practiced this
approach to handling and analysing case study data, you then weigh up and assess
similar (but different) data as you illustrate your line of argument for the summative
assignment.

The focus of the research essay assignment will be a critical discussion of leadership,
corporate governance and business ethics relating to the management of contemporary
emerging technologies.

The research essay (2500 words) is submitted at the end of the module is worth 50% of
total mark for the module. The period of time between the formative and summative
assignments is intended to mirror the grounded theory process, i.e. it provides time for
reflection and distillation so that insights can be produced from systematic handling of
data. You will spend time studying case studies on the module and searching for further
cases of relevance to your chosen essay toplc The class discussions and formative

You W|II be expected to show mastery of the concepts marshal the I|terature and
produce a well-structured line of argument. You must show that you have learned the
difference between opinion and the use of data to support a line of argument i.e., how to
be data-informed. We are also hoping to see capacity for critical thinking about how to
manage ethical issues surrounding Al in your future roles as business leaders.

As per the assessment strategy above, formative and summative feedback will be
provided in a timely way. Final grades will be given within two weeks of submission.
Tutorial meetings to guide you through the assignments that will be available throughout
the module- you must book at least two 1:1 tutorials with Prof Scott during the

preparation of vour assianments
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Assessment details

Pass mark

Grading method |Numeric | 50%

Assessments
rass IViuSt

Assessment type Assessment description Weighting mark pass?
Coursework Mini case study report - 2,000 words 40% 50% N
Coursework Essay - 2,500 words 50% 50%|N
Coursework Class participation 10% 50%|N

100%




