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Section 1 – Speaker Notes (Approx. 300 Words)
SLIDE 1 – Conclusion
• Link to previous sections presented by colleagues.
• Main causes identified:
· Information asymmetry.
· Market incentives.
· Low AI literacy.
· Regulatory uncertainty.
• Human and organisational challenge.
• Not simply a technological problem.
• Need for transparency and shared responsibility.

SLIDE 2 – AI Washing and the Future
• Questions still unanswered.
• Future legislation.
• Accountability for AI failures.
• Independent AI audits.
• Consumer understanding.
• AI dependence and critical thinking.
• Long-term consequences uncertain.

SLIDE 3 – AI or Just Software?
• Difference between traditional software and AI.
• AI systems learn from data.
• Adaptive and probabilistic outputs.
• Consumers may struggle to distinguish between AI and ordinary software.
• Difficulty recognising AI washing.
(Russell and Norvig, 2021)

SLIDE 4 – AI Literacy Gap
• Limited public understanding.
• Convenience and ease of use.
• Trust without understanding limitations.
• Increased vulnerability to misleading claims.
(Gillespie et al., 2025)

SLIDE 5 – Who is Responsible?
• Shared responsibility.
• Companies.
• Developers.
• Governments.
• Regulators.
• Investors.
• Consumers.
• No single actor fully responsible.
(Floridi et al., 2018)

SLIDE 6 – Predictive Future Horizons
Emerging risks:
• Deepfakes.
• Hidden AI.
• Fake autonomy.
• Regulatory gaps.
Strategic opportunities:
• AI certification.
• Explainable AI.
• Independent audits.
• Consumer trust.
• Transparency versus deception.

SLIDE 7 – Legislative Imperatives and Final Reflection
• Regulation alone insufficient.
• Ethical governance.
• Transparency and education.
• No historical precedent for generative AI.
• Society must continue thinking critically.
Section 2 – Critique of AI Use (Approx. 200 Words)
Generative AI, particularly ChatGPT, was used throughout this assessment to support research, organise ideas and improve the overall structure of the presentation. AI proved especially useful when exploring future scenarios, legislative developments and identifying relevant academic literature related to AI washing.
However, AI was not always reliable. During the research process, some responses initially focused too heavily on Root Cause Analysis, even though my assigned section concerned conclusions and future implications. AI also occasionally provided information that required verification through books, journal articles and regulatory documents. In earlier stages, certain searches even led to unrelated concepts, demonstrating that AI can sometimes misunderstand prompts and send research in the wrong direction.
AI was therefore used as a supporting tool rather than an authoritative source. Human judgement remained essential when selecting evidence, evaluating arguments and distinguishing between speculation and academically supported conclusions.
Overall, AI significantly improved productivity and brainstorming, but all findings were critically reviewed and supported by academic and regulatory sources to ensure accuracy, reliability and academic integrity.

SECTION 3 – PICTURES OF YOUR SLIDES
Insert screenshots of:
1. Conclusion. [image: ]
2. AI Washing and the Future.
[image: ]




3. AI or Just Software?
[image: ]
4. AI Literacy Gap.
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5. Who is Responsible?
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6. Predictive Future Horizons.
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7. Legislative Imperatives.
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8. Final Reflection.
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Section 5 – Appendix A
Figure 1 – Initial exploration of AI washing
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Figure 2 – Investigating AI washing beyond definitions
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Figure 3 – Root Cause Analysis (Fishbone Diagram) brainstorming 
[image: ]



Figure 4 – Distinguishing symptoms from root causes
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Figure 5 – AI as a research supervisor
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Figure 6 – Identifying future research questions
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Figure 7 – Separating evidence from speculation
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Figure 8 – Redirecting the presentation
[image: ]
Figure 9 – Critical review of the presentation
[image: ]
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We may be facing a problem we do not fully understand yet.
Modern Al represents one of the most significant
technological transformations of the digital era.

Because there is no historical precedent for generative Al at

this scale, many long-term consequences remain uncertain.
The future of Al washing will depend not only on technology, but also on:

Regulation, transparency, education and society's willingness to think critically rather
than relying on Al without understanding its limitations.
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What is Al washing?

Al washing refers to the practice of organisations exaggerating, misrepresenting or falsely claiming
the use of artificial intelligence (Al) in their products, services or business activities. Companies may
describe conventional software or simple automation as Al in order to appear more innovative, attract

investment or gain a competitive advantage.

Unlike genuine Al development, Al washing creates a misleading impression about a firm's
technological capabilities and the value it can deliver.

Why is Al washing considered a business and organisational problem?

Al washing is regarded as a business and organisational problem because it affects trust, decision-

David Rodriguez making and long-term performance.

Go >
Loss of stakeholder trust
<> Upgrade plan
When customers, investors or business partners discover that Al claims have been overstated,
@ Personalization confidence in the organisation may decline. Damaged trust can harm reputation and customer loyalty.
Profile . ..
® Poor investment decisions
3 Settings . . . .
Investors often view Al as a source of future growth. Misleading claims may cause resources to be
® Help N allocated to companies that do not possess the ¢ I oilities they advertise, leading to inefficient

markets and financial losses.

(> Log out
+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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To understand Al washing as a problem, it is useful to move beyond the definition and examine the

incentives and behaviours that drive it.

1. Why do organisations exaggerate Al capabilities?

It is tempting to assume that companies engage in Al washing simply because they are dishonest.
However, the issue is often more complex.

Several incentives encourage firms to overstate their Al capabilities:

e Attracting investment — Al is associated with growth and innovation.

* Maintaining competitiveness — companies may fear appearing technologically behind rivals.

* Increasing market value - Al-related announcements can influence investor expectations.

* Marketing advantages — products labelled as "Al-powered" may appear more attractive to
consumers.

* Pressure from shareholders and executives — organisations are expected to demonstrate
innovation and future readiness.

Question to investigate

Is Al washing primarily intentional deception, o~ it sometimes the result of pressure to satisfy
) N2
stakeholders and meet expectations?

+ Ask anything g .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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For a Root Cause Analysis (Fishbone Diagram), it may be helpful to think of Al washing as the result
of several interacting causes rather than a single problem. The categories below are intended as
starting points for investigation, not final answers.

Organisational Causes

These relate to how companies are managed and what they prioritise.

Competitive pressure

Organisations may feel pressure to appear innovative in order to keep pace with rivals.

Growth and performance expectations

Managers and shareholders may expect continuous growth, encouraging firms to emphasise Al
capabilities.

Marketing strategies

Marketing departments may promote products using Al terminology to attract customers and
investors.

Corporate culture

A culture focused on rapid innovation and market leadership may encourage exaggerated claims.

Weak governance

Insufficient oversight from executives or boards may allow misleading statements to go unchallenged.

Questions to explore

* Does organisational culture reward appearancc more than substance?

e Are laadare incantiviead ta nuarctata tachnalanical canahilitiee?

+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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That is exactly the kind of question a Root Cause Analysis should ask. A common mistake in fishbone
diagrams is to place visible effects or symptoms on the bones instead of identifying the underlying
mechanisms that produce them.
A useful rule
Ask yourself:

"Why does this happen?"

If the answer reveals another cause, then the original factor is probably a symptom rather than a root

cause.

1. Competition

At first glance:

Companies exaggerate Al because of competition.

But ask:

Why does competition create that behaviour?

Possible deeper causes:

e Pressure to maintain market share.

e Expectations from shareholders.

¢ Incentive systems rewarding growth and innovation.
e Executive performance targets.

Therefore

e Competition = symptom or intermediate ca. v
* Incentives and performance pressures = deeper causes.

+ Ask anything g .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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Good. At Level 4, | would be less interested in whether you can define Al washing and more interested
in whether you can interrogate the assumptions behind it. If | were supervising your project, these
are the kinds of questions | would ask you.

Questioning the problem itself

Are you certain Al washing is always harmful?

¢ Could some exaggeration simply reflect uncertainty about an emerging technology?
e Where do you draw the line between optimism, marketing and deception?
e Who decides when a claim becomes misleading?

Is Al washing a new phenomenon?

¢ Is Al washing fundamentally different from previous forms of "technology hype"?
¢ How does it compare with "greenwashing" or the dot-com bubble?
* Are we observing a genuinely new problem, or an old problem with a new label?

Are companies the only actors responsible?

¢ To what extent do investors create incentives for Al washing?
¢ Does the media amplify unrealistic expectations?
¢ Do consumers themselves reward Al-related branding?

Could Al washing be a systemic problem rather than a corporate problem?

L N Vv
Questioning organisational behaviour

+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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If I were supervising your project, | would encourage you to treat the conclusion not as a summary of
what is already known, but as a discussion of what remains uncertain. A strong conclusion often
highlights unanswered questions and areas requiring further investigation.

1. Responsibility: Who should be accountable?

Current research has identified the existence of Al washing, but responsibility remains unclear.

Questions that remain unanswered

To what extent should organisations be held responsible for misleading Al claims?

Are executives, marketing departments and boards equally accountable?

Do investors and consumers contribute to the problem by rewarding Al-related narratives?
Should responsibility extend beyond individual firms to the wider economic system?

Research gap

Much of the literature focuses on corporate beha@r, but less attention has been given to the

di~

et s T aec beeloia

(o)

+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.





image16.png
10

(Y X :E < | > chatgpt.com &) C © O +

®  ChatGPT v

©

That's a very important distinction. In an academic context, especially at Level 4, separating what is
supported by evidence from what is merely plausible strengthens critical thinking and avoids
presenting speculation as established knowledge.

1. Evidence supported by academic literature

These points are reasonably well supported by existing research and discussions surrounding Al
washing, technology hype and organisational behaviour.

Al washing exists

There is academic and regulatory recognition that some organisations exaggerate or misrepresent
their Al capabilities.

Organisations face incentives to appear innovative

Research in innovation management and signalling theory suggests that firms may use emerging
technologies to attract investors, customers and strategic partners.

Information asymmetry exists

Companies usually possess more knowledge about their technologies than consumers and investors,
making verification difficult.

Ambiguous definitions of Al create opportunities for exaggeration

Scholars and regulators have noted the lack of a V\J;*ersally accepted definition of Al.

Regulatory concerns are increasing

+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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Your lecturer's advice is consistent with how conclusions are normally used in academic
presentations. A conclusion should add value, not simply revisit material that has already been
covered.

Why repeating previous sections weakens the presentation

1. It creates redundancy

If the introduction, literature review and Root Cause Analysis have already explained:

¢ what Al washing is,
e why it occurs,
¢ and what factors contribute to it,

then repeating these points in the conclusion adds little new insight.

A listener may wonder:

"Why am | hearing this again?"

2. Conclusions should answer "So what?"

Earlier sections focus on:

e What is happening?

e Why is it happening?

The conclusion should shift towards:
¢ Why does this matter?

¢ What remains uncertain?

* What might happen in the future?
* What questions still need answering?

N

This demonstrates critical thinking rather than de.™ iption.

+ Ask anything 9 .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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| reviewed your presentation in — as | would if | were marking a Level 4

university presentation. | will be deliberately demanding because that is what would help move it
towards a First Class (70%+) standard.

Overall impression

Current level

High 2:1 (approximately 65-69%)

Potential
First Class (70-75%+)

The strengths are clear:

e Good structure.

e Appropriate academic sources.

e Strong future orientation.

s Attempts at critical evaluation.

¢ Awareness that Al washing is more than a te@logical problem.

However, several weaknesses prevent it from reaching a stronger First.

-+ Askanything ) .

ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.
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CONCLUSION:

What can we conclude?

Al washing is not simply a technological problem.

It reflects:
 Information asymmetry. Therefore, solving Al washing requires:
* Market incentives.
* Low Al literacy. V stronger regulation
¢ Regulatory uncertainty. V transparency
v Al literacy
Because Al is unprecedented, its v shared responsibility between
long-term consequences remain companies, regulators and users.

difficult to predict.

Al washing is fundamentally a human and organisational challenge, rather than a technological one.
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Al WASHING AND THE FUTURE

Questions that remain unanswered

Will governments introduce stricter Al laws? Can consumers distinguish Al from traditional software?
Who will be legally responsible for Al failures? Do people understand how Al works?

Should companies be fined for misleading Al Will society become increasingly dependent on Al
claims? systems?

Will independent Al audits become mandatory? Could excessive reliance on Al reduce critical thinki
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