
AI, Ethics  
and Society
How to move from AI experiments 
to measurable impact with results 
from day one.

From Accountability to Trust

Whitepaper by Asutosh Hota 
Director Consulting Expert, CGI



From 
Accountability  
to Trust

Artificial intelligence is rapidly 
becoming embedded in decision-
making across society. Algorithms 
influence decisions in healthcare, 
finance, employment, and many 
other domains. While these systems 
promise efficiency and insight, their 
deployment raises fundamental 
questions about rexsponsibility, 
governance, and trust.

This paper examines five 
interconnected challenges that 
define the societal impact of AI. First, 
when AI systems make decisions, 
organizations must determine who 
is accountable for the outcomes. 
Second, ethical principles alone are 
insufficient unless they are translated 
into operational practices embedded 
in development processes. Third, 
weak governance structures create 
operational, reputational, and 
financial risks that often emerge 
only after AI systems are deployed.

The challenge becomes even 
more complex in the global 
environment, where competing 
regulatory models create 
a fragmented governance 
landscape. Finally, the long-
term success of AI initiatives 
depends not only on technological 
capability but on trust. AI systems 
can only scale when users, 
regulators, and stakeholders 
believe that the systems are fair, 
transparent, and accountable.

Responsible AI is not 
merely a technical 
matter. It is a question 
of organizational design, 
governance structures, 
and societal legitimacy.
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Who is accountable when AI decides?

From AI principles  
to AI reality

People are willing to trust AI, but only up to a point. When algorithms deny services or 
produce flawed outcomes, trust quickly disappears unless someone is accountable.
Assigning accountability, however, is far from simple. 
Public attitudes toward algorithmic decision-making 
remain cautious. Research shows that people are 
significantly less comfortable with AI replacing 
human decision-makers in domains like hiring or 
legal judgments than with AI assisting in personal 
health decisions. Many believe certain decisions 
should remain fundamentally human unless strong 
safeguards exist.

At the same time, experts themselves disagree on 
what responsible AI governance should look like. 
Some emphasize existential risks and argue for strict 
control. Others advocate rapid innovation with minimal 
regulation. Still others focus on present-day harms and 
structural inequalities embedded in AI systems.

Within organizations, accountability often becomes 
fragmented. AI systems are typically built through 
modular development processes resembling supply 
chains: data teams, model developers, system 
integrators, and product teams each contribute 

components. While individual teams may carefully 
address issues within their domain, responsibility for 
the overall system often remains unclear.

As a result, a system can pass internal checks at each 
stage and still cause unexpected harm in practice. 
No single team may have evaluated the full socio-
technical system—the interaction between technology, 
organizational processes, and human decision-
making. 

For leaders, the implication is clear: responsibility 
cannot be delegated to the algorithm. If an AI 
system denies someone’s loan or produces a flawed 
diagnosis, regulators and the public will hold the 
organization accountable.

Accountability must therefore be designed into 
the organization itself—through clear ownership, 
transparent decision pathways, and oversight 
structures embedded in the development and 
deployment of AI systems.

What this means for leaders?
AI governance is no longer a downstream 
compliance task. Organizations must treat 
responsibility, oversight, and trust as design 
principles from the start.

Leaders should ensure that:

•	 AI systems have clear ownership and 
accountability.

•	 Ethical principles translate into operational 

governance structures.

•	 AI risks are monitored continuously 

throughout the system lifecycle.

•	 Trust is treated as a strategic objective, 

not a communication exercise.

Trust is the real  
AI advantage
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In response to these concerns, 
many organizations have adopted 
AI ethics principles. Companies and 
governments alike commit to fairness, 
transparency, and accountability.

Yet AI failures continue to dominate 
headlines. The gap between principles 
and practice remains one of the most 
persistent challenges in responsible AI. 

Organizations publish principles, but 
these rarely influence day-to-day 
development decisions. Studies show 
that simply exposing developers to 
ethical codes has little measurable 
impact on their behavior.

Part of the difficulty lies in conflicting 
values. AI systems often serve multiple 
stakeholders whose expectations 

From AI principles to AI reality
differ significantly. What one group 
considers fair or acceptable may appear 
problematic to another.

Technical safeguards alone are also 
insufficient. Developers frequently 
implement moderation rules or fairness 
constraints to guide AI behavior. However, 
these guardrails can be fragile and 
sometimes introduce new unintended 
biases.

Ultimately, turning ethical principles 
into operational practice requires more 
than policy statements. It demands 
governance structures, incentives, and 
accountability mechanisms that embed 
responsible AI into everyday decision-
making.

Why accountability 
breaks down in AI 
systems?
AI development often 
resembles a supply 
chain. Data teams, model 
developers, system 
integrators, and product 
teams each build separate 
components.

While every team may 
address risks within its 
own domain, responsibility 
for the overall system 
can remain unclear. As a 
result, an AI system can 
pass internal checks yet 
still cause harm once 
deployed in real-world 
environments.
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When governance structures are weak or absent, 
the consequences extend far beyond technical 
errors. Unchecked AI creates operational disruption, 
reputational damage, and financial risk.

Studies of real-world generative 
AI incidents reveal that many 
failures arise not from algorithmic 
flaws but from how systems are 
deployed, used, and monitored. 

Misuse, insufficient oversight, and 
poor incident reporting often lie at 
the heart of AI breakdowns.

Small issues frequently escalate 
into larger crises because 
governance mechanisms fail to 
detect and contain them early.

Reputational risks illustrate this 
dynamic clearly. Even when AI 
performs correctly, the way it is 
used can undermine trust. 

For example, communications 
labeled as AI-assisted may 
appear less sincere, altering how 
recipients perceive the sender.

Operational risks also grow when 
incident reporting and oversight 
systems are missing. Without 
transparent monitoring and 
structured response mechanisms, 
organizations may fail to detect 
system failures until they cause 
significant disruption.

“Improving technical 
robustness 
alone is rarely 
sufficient. Effective 
AI governance 
requires layered 
oversight, clear 
guardrails, and 
human involvement 
in critical decision 
points.”
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The governance challenge becomes 
even more complex at the global level.

AI does not fail because it lacks 
regulation. It fails because it is governed 
differently across jurisdictions. 

Today’s global AI landscape reflects 
competing models of oversight:

These approaches reflect different 
assumptions about power, 
responsibility, and the role of institutions.

For organizations operating 
internationally, this fragmentation 
creates operational complexity. A 
system approved in one jurisdiction may 
face additional scrutiny or prohibition in 
another.

AI governance has therefore become 
a design constraint rather than 
a downstream compliance task. 
Organizations must anticipate regulatory 
diversity and embed governance into 
system architecture from the start.

1 Market-driven systems 

emphasize innovation and 

voluntary standards.

2 Rights-based frameworks 

prioritize legal safeguards and 

pre-deployment regulation.

3 State-led models integrate AI 
governance with national policy 
objectives.
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Ultimately, the success of AI initiatives depends on trust. Organizations 
may deploy powerful technologies, but if users, regulators, and 
employees do not trust the system, adoption will stall.

Trust emerges when AI systems demonstrate fairness, transparency, 
and alignment with human values. Failures in these areas quickly 
undermine confidence, even if the technology itself functions as 
intended.

Many AI controversies are therefore not technical failures but trust 
failures. The technology may work, but people reject it because it 
conflicts with their expectations or values.

For leaders, trust must become a central design objective. 
Responsible AI is not simply about avoiding harm—it is about building 
systems that people believe are legitimate, fair, and accountable.

Organizations that recognize this early will be better positioned to 
scale AI responsibly across industries and societies.

Let’s continue the conversation 
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