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Executive Summary

  This report examines the impact of artificial intelligence (AI) on risk management within the global festival industry, with a particular focus on Superstruct Entertainment, a multinational organisation operating over 80 events across the UK, Europe and Australia. It considers how AI improves operational efficiency and customer experience, while also creating complex risks linked to governance, ethics, regulation and social inequality.
  AI is increasingly used in the festival industry for functions such as dynamic ticket pricing, fraud detection, crowd management and personalised marketing. These applications support data-driven decision-making, improve safety and increase revenue optimisation. However, they also raise important concerns about transparency, data privacy, algorithmic bias and surveillance, especially in large-scale events where significant amounts of personal data are collected and processed.
The report also highlights that operating across different countries adds further complexity due to variations in regulatory frameworks, including the European Union’s highly regulated AI Act, the United Kingdom’s more flexible principles-based approach, and Australia’s developing governance system. These differences increase compliance challenges and operational risk, requiring organisations to balance innovation with regulatory requirements. In addition, AI adoption may contribute to changes in the labour market by increasing demand for highly skilled technical roles while reducing lower-skilled and gig-based work, which can contribute to greater inequality.
  AI is described as a “Wicked Problem” because its impacts are interconnected and often conflicting. Improvements in efficiency can create new ethical, regulatory or social challenges at the same time. This highlights the need for a broad and flexible governance approach rather than isolated or short-term solutions.
  To address these issues, the report recommends developing a structured AI governance framework led by a Chief AI Ethics and Governance Officer (CAIGO). This would be supported by a phased implementation plan involving three stages: establishing governance foundations, embedding ethical AI practices, and progressing towards industry leadership in responsible AI use. Key actions include introducing risk classification systems, staff training, ethical review boards, transparency reporting, and alignment with Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly those focused on decent work, innovation, reduced inequalities, and responsible production.
 The conclusion of this report is that while AI offers significant opportunities for Superstruct Entertainment, its successful use depends on strong governance, regulatory awareness and ethical responsibility. A balanced approach is needed to reduce risks, maintain trust with stakeholders, and support long-term competitiveness in a complex global business environment.
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1. Introduction 

  The rapid expansion of artificial intelligence (AI) is reshaping the global events industry, enabling organisations to enhance operational efficiency, improve customer engagement, and optimise decision-making processes (Davenport and Ronanki, 2018). These advanced technologies allow companies to deliver increasingly personalised experiences and operate at greater levels of efficiency (Dwivedi et al., 2021). However, alongside these opportunities, AI introduces complex and interconnected risks, particularly in relation to data governance, ethical considerations, and regulatory compliance (Floridi et al., 2018). These challenges are especially significant for multinational organisations operating across diverse regulatory and socio-cultural environments. 
  This report examines these dynamics through the case of Superstruct Entertainment, a global festival operator managing over 80 events across the United Kingdom, Europe, and Australia. The geographical spread of its operations exposes the organisation to varying regulatory frameworks and differing societal expectations regarding data use and technological governance. As a result, AI adoption represents not only an operational enhancement, but a strategic issue with significant organisational implications. 
  As a result, the implementation of AI within such a context is not simply a technical or operational decision, but a strategic challenge with wider organisational implications. The integration of AI within multinational festival operations can be understood as a “wicked problem”—one that is difficult to resolve due to competing stakeholder interests, evolving regulations, and unintended consequences (Rittel and Webber, 1973), characterised by competing stakeholder interests, evolving regulatory environments, and unintended consequences. While AI offers clear benefits in efficiency and customer experience, it simultaneously generates ethical concerns, regulatory tensions, and labour market disruptions (Jarrahi, 2018).
  This highlights the complexity of balancing innovation with responsibility in a global business environment. Therefore, the aim of this report is to critically evaluate the impact of AI on risk management within Superstruct Entertainment, with a focus on key areas such as data governance, ethical AI use, and regulatory differences between the United Kingdom and the European Union. In doing so, the report will consider wider global economic, regulatory, and societal factors, before developing strategic and actionable recommendations, alongside an implementation plan, to support responsible and future-focused AI adoption. 

2. Global Business Context 

  The operating environment of multinational organisations is shaped by globalisation, which facilitates the cross-border movement of capital, technology, and labour (Stiglitz, 2012). For Superstruct Entertainment, global expansion enables access to new markets, diversified revenue streams, and a broader talent pool. However, these opportunities are accompanied by increased complexity in managing operations across diverse institutional environments, particularly in relation to governance, labour practices, and ethical decision-making. A key structural feature of globalisation is inequality, defined as the uneven distribution of wealth, opportunities, and living standards both between and within countries (Milanovic, 2016). 
  Within the global festival industry, disparities are evident between high-income markets and emerging economies. Events held in countries such as the United Kingdom benefit from established infrastructure, higher consumer spending power, and greater technological integration, while festivals in lower-income regions may face financial and logistical constraints. These differences influence not only revenue generation but also the capacity to adopt advanced technologies such as AI. 
  Inequality is also reflected within domestic labour markets. Highly skilled roles in data analytics, AI development, and digital marketing offer relatively high wages and job security, whereas many roles within the festival industry are temporary, seasonal, or gig based. Research from the University of Wood et al. (2023) highlights the precarious nature of gig economy employment, finding that 52% of UK gig workers earn below the minimum wage, with many also reporting high levels of financial insecurity and work-related anxiety at 76%. This reflects broader global trends in which the benefits of economic integration are unevenly distributed (Piketty, 2014). These structural inequalities create strategic tensions for multinational organisations. On one hand, firms are incentivized to pursue cost efficiency and operational flexibility. On the other, they face increasing pressure to demonstrate corporate social responsibility (CSR), particularly in relation to fair labour practices and inclusive growth. This tension is particularly relevant in the context of technological adoption, where efficiency gains may come at the expense of workforce stability.
  Cultural diversity further complicates the global business environment. Festivals are deeply embedded in local cultures, traditions, and social norms, meaning that consumer expectations vary significantly across regions. Attitudes towards data privacy, surveillance, and digital technologies differ between countries, requiring organisations to adapt their practices accordingly. Cultural intelligence (Earley and Ang, 2003) therefore becomes a critical capability, enabling organisations to navigate these differences effectively. Failure to align with local expectations may result in reputational damage, reduced consumer trust, and operational challenges (Edelman, 2024).
  These dynamics can be interpreted through the PESTLE framework, which highlights how political and legal variation, economic inequality, evolving social expectations, technological advancement, and environmental pressures collectively shape the global operating environment (Johnson et al., 2020). However, while PESTLE provides a useful structure for categorising external influences, its descriptive and nature of compartments limits its analytical depth. The framework assumes that factors operate independently, whereas in reality they are highly interconnected—for example, economic inequality shapes social expectations, while legal frameworks influence technological adoption. Furthermore, its static perspective makes it less suited to rapidly evolving environments such as AI, where conditions shift continuously. As a result, PESTLE is most effective when used as a starting point for analysis rather than a comprehensive explanatory model. Overall, the global business context in which Superstruct Entertainment operates is characterised by complexity and constant change. These underlying pressures form the foundation upon which AI is introduced, meaning that the impact of AI cannot be understood in isolation, but must be analysed in relation to broader global dynamics.

3. The Macro Environment of Artificial Intelligence in Global Business 

  Artificial intelligence acts as a transformative force within the global business environment, reshaping how organisations respond to existing economic, regulatory, and societal pressures (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). Rather than simply enhancing individual processes, AI increasingly influences organisational strategy, competitive dynamics, and long-term decision-making. From an economic perspective, AI enables significant productivity gains through automation and advanced data analytics (Davenport and Ronanki, 2018). Organisations can optimise forecasting, streamline operations, and reduce costs, leading to improved efficiency and profitability. The integration of machine learning and predictive analytics allows firms to make more accurate and timely decisions, enhancing their ability to respond to market changes (McKinsey & Company, 2023). However, these benefits are not evenly distributed. AI contributes to structural changes in labour markets, increasing demand for high-skilled roles while reducing the need for routine or manual tasks (Autor, 2015; Frey and Osborne, 2017). This dynamic reinforces existing inequalities and raises questions about the long-term sustainability of current employment models.
  Regulatory developments further shape the macro environment of AI. Governments are increasingly focused on balancing innovation with risk management, leading to the emergence of diverse regulatory approaches. The European Union has taken a proactive stance through the EU AI Act, which introduces a risk-based framework emphasising transparency, accountability, and oversight (European Commission, 2024). In contrast, the United Kingdom adopts a more flexible, principles-based approach, encouraging innovation while maintaining regulatory guidance (UK DSIT, 2023). Australia’s approach remains less centralised, relying on existing data protection laws and ethical guidelines (Australian Government, 2023).
  This divergence creates a fragmented regulatory landscape, requiring multinational organisations to navigate multiple, and sometimes conflicting, frameworks. The influence of stricter regulatory policies, particularly within the EU, often extends beyond regional boundaries, shaping global business practices through what is commonly referred to as the Institutional Theory (Bradford, 2020). As a result, organisations may adopt higher standards across all operations to reduce complexity and risk. But, while institutional theory provides a useful explanation of how organisations respond to external environments, it tends to portray firms as largely reactive. This limits its ability to capture the strategic role of AI, where organisations actively shape their competitive position through technological investment and innovation. In this context, the resource-based view (RBV) offers a complementary perspective, highlighting how internal capabilities such as data analytics and AI systems can generate competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). However, RBV also has some limitations. It tends to view resources as stable over time, which is not realistic in fast-changing technological environments like AI. In practice, AI systems and capabilities need to be constantly updated and adapted, meaning that simply having these resources is not enough to maintain a competitive advantage. Instead, organisations need the ability to continuously adjust and improve how these resources are used. For this reason, dynamic capabilities theory may provide a more relevant perspective, as it focuses on how organisations adapt to ongoing technological change. 
  Social factors play an equally important role. Public awareness of AI-related issues, including data privacy, surveillance, and algorithmic bias, has increased significantly in recent years. Consumers now expect organisations to demonstrate transparency and ethical responsibility in their use of technology (Edelman, 2024). Trust has therefore become a critical component of organisational success, particularly in industries that rely heavily on customer engagement and brand perception. At the same time, technological advancements introduce new risks. Increased reliance on AI systems creates vulnerabilities related to cybersecurity, system failures, and technological dependency (World Economic Forum, 2024). These risks highlight the importance of resilience and contingency planning, as disruptions can have immediate and far-reaching consequences.
  Overall, AI reshapes the macro environment by intensifying existing pressures and introducing new complexities. Organisations must therefore adopt a strategic approach that balances innovation with responsibility, ensuring that AI adoption aligns with broader economic, regulatory, and societal expectations.

4. AI in the Festival Events Industry
  The global festival industry has transformed from the adaptation of AI, especially with enabling organisations to enhance their operational efficiency, customer experience and decision-making abilities (Davenport and Ronanki, 2018; Dwivedi et al., 2021). As a multinational festival operator, Superstruct Entertainment has had to learn the strengths of AI as part of their strategic resources and support the management of large-scale events across numerous diverse geographical and cultural contexts (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). But as briefly highlighted, these technologies can introduce complex risks that must be carefully managed by hierarchy and trained to employees (Floridi et al., 2018). This section will delve deeper into these complexities. 
  One of the applications of AI used most within the festival industry is ticketing and pricing strategies (Chen et al., 2019). These systems give companies the ability to analyse historical data and trends through real-time demand patterns and the optimise their sales through dynamic pricing and check a demand forecast (Talluri and Van Ryzin, 2004). These capabilities will allow organisations to maximise their revenue and reduce risks of unsold capacity (Phillips, 2021). While this provides a competitive advantage, it also introduces concerns around transparency and fairness (Calo, 2017). 
  A real-world example can be seen with Ticketmaster, where dynamic pricing practices during high-demand events have led to significant consumer backlash, with customers criticising sudden price increases and lack of transparency (BBC News, 2023). This demonstrates how AI-driven efficiency can conflict with consumer expectations, ultimately creating reputational risk. 
  AI is also a useful tool to detect fraudulent transactions and users, and this will improve security on ticket platforms (Ngai et al., 2011). A resource-based point of view will suggest that having these capabilities will represent valuable and potentially rare organisational resources and this will give the company that competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). But as mentioned in the PESTLE analysis, the raising concern regarding data governance, transparency and fairness with pricing algorithms is not completely understood by consumers (Calo, 2017). 
  Festival operators also utilises AI in crowd management and safety operations by using predictive analytics for supporting crowd density monitoring, anticipate potential safety risks and improve emergency response planning (Helbing et al., 2015). Using these systems can enhance operational efficiency and reduce likelihood of incidents in large-scale events. But having this technology requires extensive data collection like location tracking and sometimes biometric data which could be unethical to some regions to surveillance and privacy (Zuboff, 2019). This would create a global issue for societal expectations regarding data use (Mittelstadt et al., 2016). Moving onto marketing and customer engagement, AI creates highly personalised experience for the person browsing through data insights. 
  Festival organisers can analyse consumer behaviour by giving targeted adverts, recommendations on artists and tailor event experiences through preferences (Huang and Rust, 2021). Chatbots will also be available on festival websites to enhance user experience to provide real-time assistance when employees are more difficult to reach (Luo et al., 2019) but this feature also relies too heavily on personal data collection increasing the risk of misuse and breaches, and each differing regulatory region must be considered (Martin, 2019). While operator’s are glad for these advantages, the growing reliance on AI has broader socio-economic implications they must consider more as they relate to inequality. What is meant by this is that having the automation, certain functions could reduce the need for lower-skilled job and needing an extensive increase in highly skilled technical positions (Frey and Osborne, 2017). Therefore, there is a widening gap between well-paid professionals that are involved in data analytics and technology management against temporary or gig-based workers who often have lower wages and job insecurity. This results in AI also affecting labour dynamics as well as the operational processes or even AI eliminating these jobs completely (Autor, 2015; Piketty, 2014). 
  A term that can be used in global business for this situation is called the “Wicked Problem”, which is the interconnected nature of a solution also causing significant issues (Rittel and Webber, 1973). Rittel and Webber (1973) explains that an attempt to solve one issue may generate unintended consequences elsewhere. This provides a critical foundation for the analysis of AI-related risks in global festival operations. For a multinational operator such as Superstruct Entertainment, AI represents a critical strategic capability that supports the management of large-scale events across diverse geographical and cultural contexts (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). However, the value of these technologies lies not only in their functionality, but in how effectively their risks are managed (Floridi et al., 2018). 

5. Artificial Intelligence as a “Wicked Problem” in Global Festival Operations 

  The increasing use of AI within multinational organisations can be classified as a “wicked problem” due to its inherent trade-offs and uncertainties (Rittel and Webber, 1973). Wicked problems are defined as issues that are difficult or impossible to fully resolve because of incomplete information, multiple stakeholders, and conflicting outcomes. Attempts to address one aspect of such problems often generate new challenges elsewhere, highlighting their interconnected nature. Within this context, the implementation of AI in global festival operations presents a clear example of this complexity. For Superstruct Entertainment, AI offers significant operational and strategic benefits. Technologies such as predictive analytics, automated ticketing systems, and personalised marketing enhances efficiency, improve customer experience, and support data-driven decision-making (Davenport and Ronanki, 2018; Dwivedi et al., 2021).
  From a resource-based perspective, these capabilities represent valuable organisational assets that can strengthen competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). However, these benefits are accompanied by important trade-offs. From an economic perspective, AI adoption may contribute to the restructuring of employment, increasing reliance on temporary or gig-based roles while reducing the need for routine labour (Frey and Osborne, 2017). This may widen income inequality and reinforce labour market segmentation, particularly across regions such as the UK, EU, and Australia where employment conditions and protections vary (Autor, 2015; Piketty, 2014).
  Ethically, the use of algorithmic systems in areas such as marketing and security raises concerns regarding fairness, transparency, and accountability (Floridi et al., 2018). Automated decision-making processes may unintentionally reinforce existing biases or exclude certain groups, particularly where datasets are incomplete or unrepresentative (Mittelstadt et al., 2016). In addition, the use of monitoring and surveillance technologies within festival environments creates tension between enhancing safety and protecting individual privacy (Zuboff, 2019). These concerns extend beyond regulatory compliance and require organisations to consider broader societal expectations. 
  From a regulatory perspective, variation between jurisdictions further complicates AI implementation. The stricter regulatory framework within the European Union contrasts with the more flexible approaches adopted in the United Kingdom and Australia, requiring organisations to continuously adapt their systems to meet differing standards (European Commission, 2024; UK DSIT, 2023). While stricter regulations may improve accountability and consumer protection, they can also increase compliance costs and limit flexibility. Conversely, less prescriptive approaches may encourage innovation but create uncertainty and potential gaps in governance. This divergence increases operational complexity and heightens the risk of non-compliance across multinational operations (Kostova and Roth. 2002). 
  Operationally, reliance on AI systems introduces new forms of vulnerability. Large-scale festival environments depend on real-time decision-making and coordinated logistics, meaning that failures in AI systems—such as technical errors, inaccurate predictions, or cyber disruptions—can result in immediate and significant consequences. These may include safety risks, financial losses, and reputational damage, highlighting the importance of reliability and effective oversight in AI deployment (World Economic Forum, 2024). 
  Socially, public expectations around data privacy and ethical business practices continue to increase. Consumers across different regions may hold varying levels of trust in AI technologies, requiring organisations to balance innovation with maintaining consumer confidence (Edelman, 2024). Failure to meet these expectations may result in reputational damage, particularly in experience-based industries where brand perception plays a critical role and can be affected live. 
  These interconnected challenges demonstrate that addressing one dimension of AI adoption may create unintended consequences in another. For example, improving efficiency through automation may worsen inequality, while strengthening regulatory compliance may reduce flexibility and increase costs. This reinforces the classification of AI as a wicked problem, requiring organisations such as Superstruct Entertainment to adopt a holistic, adaptive, and strategically balanced approach when implementing AI across global operations. 
  A Wicked Problem’s abstract nature limits its practical applicability, as it does not provide clear guidance for decision-making or implementation. Framing AI solely as a wicked problem risks implying that challenges are unmanageable, rather than requiring structured responses. Therefore, while the concept effectively captures the complexity of AI adoption, it must be complemented by more practical frameworks, such as risk management and governance models, which enable organisations to translate complexity into actionable strategies. 

6. Risk Analysis: AI in a Multi-Jurisdictional Context 
  The adoption of artificial intelligence (AI) introduces a range of interconnected risks for multinational organisations, particularly when operating across jurisdictions with differing regulatory frameworks (Binns, 2018; Cath et al., 2018). For Superstruct Entertainment, these risks are amplified by its presence in the United Kingdom, the European Union, and Australia, where variations in legal standards, enforcement, and societal expectations create additional complexity in managing AI systems effectively. 
  From an institutional theory perspective, these differences reflect the need for organisations to adapt to diverse regulatory, cultural, and normative pressures in order to maintain legitimacy across markets (Scott, 2014). A primary area of risk relates to data governance and privacy. AI systems rely heavily on the collection and processing of large volumes of personal data, particularly within festival environments where customer information is used for ticketing, marketing, and crowd management (Kitchin, 2017). In the European Union, strict regulatory requirements under the EU AI Act impose high standards for transparency, accountability, and risk classification (Veale and Borgesius, 2021). This creates a compliance-intensive environment. In contrast, the United Kingdom adopts a more flexible, principles-based approach, guided by bodies such as the Information Commissioner's Office, allowing for greater innovation but also increasing uncertainty in interpretation (Edwards, 2022). Australia presents a less centralised model, relying on existing privacy laws and evolving ethical guidelines, which may reduce immediate compliance pressure but increase ambiguity (Tucker, 2019). This variation illustrates the “Brussels Effect,” where stricter EU regulations can influence global practices, effectively setting a benchmark that multinational firms may adopt across all operations to reduce complexity (Bradford, 2020). Operational risks are also significant in the context of AI-driven festival management. Systems used for ticketing, crowd monitoring, and predictive analytics must function accurately in real time. Any failure—whether due to technical error, inaccurate data, or cyber threats—can result in immediate consequences, including safety risks, financial losses, and reputational damage (Amodei et al., 2016). 
  From an RBV, while AI capabilities can provide competitive advantage, their value depends on effective management and reliability. Poorly governed AI systems may therefore transform from strategic assets into sources of operational vulnerability (Makadok, 2001). Ethical risks further complicate AI adoption. The use of algorithmic decision-making in areas such as marketing and security raises concerns around bias, fairness, and transparency (O’Neil, 2016). These concerns are not universally interpreted, as cultural expectations differ across regions. Stakeholder theory highlights that organisations must balance the interests of multiple groups, including customers, employees, and regulators (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). In this context, focusing solely on efficiency may conflict with societal expectations around fairness and inclusivity, increasing the risk of stakeholder dissatisfaction and reputational harm (Phillips et al., 2003). However, stakeholder theory has notable limitations in this context. While it highlights the importance of multiple perspectives, it offers limited guidance on how organisations should prioritise competing interests in practice (Phillips et al., 2003). In reality, trade-offs are unavoidable, particularly in AI adoption, where decisions that improve efficiency may conflict with ethical or social expectations. As a result, the framework can be seen as overly broad and difficult to apply in complex, high-pressure environments such as large-scale festival operations. 
  An alternative perspective can be found in legitimacy theory, which suggests that organisations prioritise actions that maintain social acceptance and public trust (Suchman, 1995). This may provide a more realistic explanation of organisational behaviour, as firms are likely to focus on meeting the expectations of the most influential stakeholders, particularly regulators and consumers. However, despite its limitations, stakeholder theory remains valuable as a guiding framework, as it encourages organisations to consider a wider range of impacts rather than focusing solely on financial or regulatory outcomes. Therefore, it is most effective when used alongside other perspectives to support more balanced and practical decision-making. Reputational risk is particularly significant within the festival industry, where brand perception and consumer trust are central to success. 
  As public awareness of AI-related issues increases, organisations are expected to demonstrate responsible and transparent use of technology (Gillespie, 2018). Failure to meet these expectations—whether through data misuse or lack of accountability—can lead to a loss of consumer trust across multiple markets. 
  Finally, regulatory divergence across the UK, EU, and Australia introduces strategic risk. Organisations must balance the need for standardisation in AI systems with the requirement to adapt to local regulations and expectations. This creates a tension between efficiency and compliance, reinforcing the complexity of operating globally. From an institutional perspective, failure to align with local norms and regulations may result in loss of legitimacy, while over-standardisation may reduce flexibility and innovation (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The risks that are overall associated with AI adoption for Superstruct Entertainment are multi-dimensional and deeply interconnected.  
  The variation in regulatory approaches across key markets not only increases the complexity of compliance but also amplifies operational, ethical, and reputational risks. This highlights the need for a coordinated and strategically informed approach to AI governance, ensuring that the organisation can adapt to diverse environments while maintaining consistency in its standards and values. While AI governance frameworks provide structure, their effectiveness remains limited by rapid technological change and inconsistent global enforcement, raising questions about their long-term viability (Whittlestone et al., 2019). 

7. Recommendations and Implementation Plan
  
  In response to the risks identified, there are many recommendations that Superstruct Entertainment must adopt to create a structured approach to AI governance that globally aligns with each country. Given the complexity of operating across the UK, European Union and Australia there must be a coordinated strategy implemented to ensure compliance, ethical responsibility and remaining sustainable long-term. This approach should be delivered through a phased implementation plan to balance cost, feasibility and impact.

7.1  Recommendation - Governance Strategic Oversight
As the company is of large-scale and has to handle different countries legislation, it is recommended to establish a Chief AI Ethics and Governance Officer (CAIGO) role/s. this person will be responsible for overseeing how AI is implemented across all markets. This role would ensure that all regulatory requirements are met and changes to new legislation are inhabited where systems no longer follow, including the EU AI Act and from the Information Commissioner’s Office of Australian regulatory frameworks. A model that this recommendation aligns with is Fiduciary Duties (…). To break this down, Fiduciary Duties are:
· Duty of Care: this role would carefully ensure the company is informed and be risk-aware when decision making
· Duty of Loyalty: can prioritise stakeholder interests over short-term gains and mitigate an appearance of spoilt and insensitive behaviour for long-term growth
· Duty of Obedience: create confidence in operating multinational as compliance with legal and regulatory standards are secure. Failure to implement such oversight could expose the organisation to legal, financial and reputational consequences.
Phased Implementation Plan – Foundation (0-6 Months)
  The initial phase should focus on establishing strong governance and understanding current AI usage. Key actions would be to conduct a full AI inventory and data audit across all operations. A strong investigation should be made to identify regulatory gaps between the UK, EU and Australia to produce the different strategies that suit each legislation and aligns with international standards. This can be done by introducing mandatory staff training on ethical AI and compliance to key performance indicators (KPI) and 100% of AI systems before use should be identified and risk-classified. 
Completion of staff training across all regions including training programme, consultancy and internal audits = £150,000 - £300,000
 Phase 2 would be to Build (7-18 Months) and this phase will focus on embedding responsible AI practices into operations effectively. Key actions needed to take place will be:
· Establishing an AI Ethics Review Board
· Implementing risk classification systems that align with EU standards
· Have employees to undergo conformity assessments for AI tools
· Launch a consumer trust campaign that focuses on transparency and data use to show that customers are in safe hands
· Begin publishing Responsible AI Reports annually
KPI’s for these actions would be a reduction in compliance risks due to issues being raised in the audits and an increase in customer trust metrics – results can be calculated by producing survey-based scores and performance feedback platforms.
Estimated Cost for these system upgrades, governance structures and reporting platforms: £300,000–£600,000
  Phase 3 would be creating a lead position within the festival industry for responsible AI. What is meant by this is being the company that’s incorporated AI most professionally and has a clear confidence in the training and understanding made to continue adjusting and developing with the future (19-24 Months). 
Key actions:
·  Full AI architecture rollout across each regions 
· External evaluation and certification of AI systems 
· Integration of AI strategy into long-term business planning 
· Alignment with global sustainability initiatives to support the Sustainable Development Goals
And the KPI’s for the lead would be achieving external certification for legitimacy and confidence and a measurable improvement in operational efficiency and the reduction in risk. 
Estimated Cost: £200,000–£400,000

Ticking points from the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) in the recommendations as this framework is ultimately the best model created by the United Nations to end poverty, protect the planet and ensure prosperity for all by 2030 (United Nations, 2015). The integration of sustainability and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) for AI should align with these SDG’s especially:
	Goal
	Action

	SDG 8 – Decent Work and Economic Growth
	Ensure fair labour practices despite automation

	SDG 9 – Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure
	Promote responsible innovation only

	SDG 10 – Reduced Inequalities
	Minimising inequality created by technological change

	SDG 12 – Responsible Consumption and Production
	Ensuring ethical use of data and resources 


While these goals provide a framework for responsible development, challenges remain in achieving them fully, particularly due to global inequality, regulatory differences, and the rapid pace of technological change (United Nations, 2015; Milanovic, 2016).

7.2 Strategic Justification
  These recommendations are supported by key theoretical perspectives. From a resource-based view, developing strong AI governance capabilities will enhance long-term competitive advantage, as organisations that build internal capabilities in data, knowledge, and trust are more likely to sustain superior performance (Barney, 1991; Teece, 2018). This aligns with the idea that investing in governance structures and ethical AI practices can strengthen organisational reputation and contribute to a more loyal customer base.
  Stakeholder Theory reinforces the need to balance efficiency with ethical responsibility, suggesting that organisations must consider the interests of multiple groups, including customers, employees, and regulators, rather than focusing solely on profit maximisation (Freeman, 1984). Similarly, Institutional Theory highlights that adapting to regulatory differences across markets is crucial for maintaining legitimacy and ensuring long-term success in global operations (Scott, 2014).
Furthermore, this approach reflects the “Brussels Effect,” where aligning with stricter European Union regulations may allow organisations to standardise practices globally. This reduces complexity and future regulatory risk by adopting the highest legislative standard across all markets (Bradford, 2020).
  The overall impact of adopting these structured and phased approaches is that Superstruct Entertainment can reduce regulatory and compliance risks across regions, strengthen consumer trust, and enhance brand reputation. In addition, responsible AI adoption can improve operational efficiency while positioning the organisation as a leader in ethical and sustainable business practices (Porter and Kramer, 2011).
  Ultimately, this strategy is designed to futureproof the organisation by embedding resilience and accountability into its operations. It ensures that AI is not only used as a tool for innovation and efficiency, but is also integrated within governance frameworks that support long-term responsibility and global competitiveness (Floridi et al., 2018; NIST, 2023).
Conclusion

  This report has critically evaluated the impact that AI has on risk management within the festival industry and for Superstruct Entertainment as it highlights both the opportunities and challenges associated with its adoption in a multinational context. While AI can offer significant benefits in improving operational efficiency, enhancing customer experience and supporting data-driven decision making, it can also introduce complex and interconnected risks that cannot be solved independently without affecting other areas.
The analysis demonstrates that operating across the UK, EU and Australia can expose varying regulatory frameworks, cultural expectations and ethical standards. Having these differences can increase the complexity of AI governance and reinforce the importance of adaptability in managing compliance and risk. This is why the reports classifies the feature as a “Wicked Problem”, as it reflects the inherent trade-offs that are involved attempting to improve efficiency or innovation but can generate ethical concerns, crossing some regions regulations or creating social inequalities.
  To place a strategic perspective on the case, it is clear that AI must be viewed as more than an operational tool, but a core factor that can shape the whole of future organisational success. This explains why a forward-thinking approach is suggested for AI implementation as the risks of reputational impact from spanning data governance, reliability and ethical considerations can appear quite quickly. All recommendations outlined in this report provide a structured phased pathway for achieving these obstacles. Through establishing governance mechanisms, implementation plans and alignment with the Sustainable Development Goals, Superstruct Entertainment will inhabit responsible AI practices into its operation and strengthen stakeholder trust, ensure regulatory compliance and enhance its competitive position within the global festival industry. However, despite providing a structured global framework, achieving the SDGs remains challenging due to inequalities, regulatory differences, and technological disruption. But for Superstruct Entertainment, to ensure successful integration will depend solely on the organisations ability to balance innovation and responsibility; this process will mitigate risk and position itself as a leader in the industry as the most ethical and sustainable in AI adoption within an increasingly complex global business environment.









Bibliography

Amodei, D. et al. (2016) Concrete Problems in AI Safety. Available at: https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.06565 (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Autor, D.H. (2015) ‘Why are there still so many jobs?’, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 29(3), pp. 3–30. Available at: https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.29.3.3 (Accessed: 27 April 2026).
Australian Government (2023) Australia’s AI Ethics Framework. Available at: https://www.industry.gov.au/data-and-publications/australias-artificial-intelligence-ethics-framework (Accessed Date: 01/04/2026).
Barney, J. (1991) ‘Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage’, Journal of Management, 17(1), pp. 99–120. Available at: https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/014920639101700108 (Accessed Date: 01/04/2026).
Binns, R. (2018) ‘Fairness in machine learning’, Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 81, pp. 1–11. Available at: http://proceedings.mlr.press/v81/binns18a.html (Accessed: 27 April 2026).
Brynjolfsson, E. and McAfee, A. (2017) Machine, Platform, Crowd. New York: W.W. Norton. Available at: Digital Transformation and Organizational Agility: Leadership, Strategy, and ... - Google Books (Accessed Date: 20/04/2026).
Calo, R. (2017) ‘Artificial intelligence policy’, UCLA Law Review, 51. Available at: https://www.uclalawreview.org/artificial-intelligence-policy/ (Accessed Date: 04/04/2026).
Cath, C. et al. (2018) ‘Artificial intelligence and the good society’, Science and Engineering Ethics, 24(2), pp. 505–528. Available at: https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11948-017-9901-5
(Accessed Date: 04/04/2026).
Chen, Y. et al. (2019) ‘The role of marketing in social media’, Journal of Interactive Marketing, 25(2), pp. 85–94. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com (Accessed Date: 10/04/2026).
Davenport, T.H. and Ronanki, R. (2018) ‘Artificial intelligence for the real world’, Harvard Business Review. Available at: https://hbr.org/2018/01/artificial-intelligence-for-the-real-world (Accessed Date: 11/04/2026).
DiMaggio, P.J. and Powell, W.W. (1983) ‘The iron cage revisited’, American Sociological Review, 48(2), pp. 147–160. Available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/2095101 (Accessed Date: 20/04/2026).
Donaldson, T. and Preston, L.E. (1995) ‘The stakeholder theory of the corporation’, Academy of Management Review, 20(1), pp. 65–91. Available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/258887 (Accessed Date: 20/04/2026).
Dwivedi, Y.K. et al. (2021) ‘Artificial intelligence (AI): Multidisciplinary perspectives’, International Journal of Information Management, 57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.08.002 (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Earley, P.C. and Ang, S. (2003) Cultural Intelligence. Stanford: Stanford University Press. Available at: Cultural Intelligence: Individual Interactions Across Cultures - P. Christopher Earley, Soon Ang - Google Books (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Edelman (2024) Edelman Trust Barometer. Available at: https://www.edelman.com/trust (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Edwards, L. (2022) ‘Regulating AI in Europe’, European Journal of Law and Technology. Available at: https://ejlt.org (Accessed Date: 27 April 2026).
European Commission (2024) EU Artificial Intelligence Act. Available at: https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/european-approach-artificial-intelligence (Accessed Date: 01/04/2026).
Floridi, L. et al. (2018) ‘AI4People—An ethical framework’, Minds and Machines, 28(4), pp. 689–707. Available at: https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11023-018-9482-5 (Accessed Date: 04/04/2026).
Freeman, R.E. (1984) Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: Pitman. Available at: Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach - R. Edward Freeman - Google Books (Accessed Date: 10/04/2026).
Frey, C.B. and Osborne, M.A. (2017) ‘The future of employment’, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 114, pp. 254–280. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019 (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Gillespie, T. (2018) Custodians of the Internet. New Haven: Yale University Press. Available at: Custodians of the Internet: Platforms, Content Moderation, and the Hidden ... - Tarleton Gillespie - Google Books (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Helbing, D. et al. (2015) ‘Dynamics of crowd disasters’, Physical Review E. Available at: https://journals.aps.org (Accessed Date: 27/04/ 2026).
Huang, M.H. and Rust, R.T. (2021) ‘Artificial intelligence in service’, Journal of Service Research. Available at: https://journals.sagepub.com (Accessed: 27 April 2026).
Jarrahi, M.H. (2018) ‘Artificial intelligence and the future of work’, Business Horizons, 61(4), pp. 577–586. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.03.007 (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Johnson, G. et al. (2020) Exploring Corporate Strategy. 12th edn. Harlow: Pearson.
Kitchin, R. (2017) ‘Thinking critically about algorithms’, Information, Communication & Society, 20(1), pp. 14–29. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1154087 (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Kostova, T. and Roth, K. (2002) ‘Adoption of organisational practices’, Academy of Management Journal, 45(1), pp. 215–233. Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/3069293 (Accessed Date: 11/04/2026).
Luo, X. et al. (2019) ‘Machines vs humans’, Marketing Science, 38(6), pp. 937–947.
Makadok, R. (2001) ‘Toward a synthesis of RBV’, Strategic Management Journal, 22(5), pp. 387–401. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.158 (Accessed: 27 April 2026).
Martin, K. (2019) ‘Ethical implications of algorithms’, Journal of Business Ethics, 160(4), pp. 835–850. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3942-4 (Accessed Date: 10/04/2026).
Milanovic, B. (2016) Global Inequality. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. Available at: Global Inequality: A New Approach for the Age of Globalization - Branko Milanovic - Google Books (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Mittelstadt, B.D. et al. (2016) ‘Ethics of algorithms’, Big Data & Society. 
Ngai, E.W.T. et al. (2011) ‘Fraud detection’, Decision Support Systems, 50(3), pp. 559–569
NIST (2023) AI Risk Management Framework. Available at: https://www.nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
O’Neil, C. (2016) Weapons of Math Destruction. New York: Crown. 
Phillips, R. (2021) Pricing and Revenue Optimization. Available at: Pricing and Revenue Optimization - Second Edition (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Phillips, R. et al. (2003) ‘What stakeholder theory is not’, Business Ethics Quarterly, 13(4), pp. 479–502.
Piketty, T. (2014) Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Porter, M.E. and Kramer, M.R. (2011) ‘Creating shared value’, Harvard Business Review. Available at: https://hbr.org/2011/01/the-big-idea-creating-shared-value (Accessed Date: 10/4/2026).
Raisch, S. and Krakowski, S. (2021) ‘Artificial intelligence and management’, Academy of Management Review. Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0148 (Accessed Date: 10/04/2026).
Rittel, H.W.J. and Webber, M.M. (1973) ‘Dilemmas in a general theory of planning’, Policy Sciences, 4(2), pp. 155–169. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730 (Accessed Date: 04/04/2026).
Scott, W.R. (2014) Institutions and Organizations. 4th edn. 
Stiglitz, J.E. (2012) Globalization and Its Discontents Revisited. New York: W.W. Norton. Available at: Stiglitz-Freedom-to-Choose.pdf (Accessed: 27 April 2026).
Suchman, M.C. (1995) ‘Managing legitimacy’, Academy of Management Review, 20(3), pp. 571–610. Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080331 (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Talluri, K.T. and Van Ryzin, G.J. (2004) The Theory and Practice of Revenue Management. Available at: The Theory and Practice of Revenue Management - Kalyan T. Talluri, Garrett J. van Ryzin - Google Books (Accessed Date: 27/04/2026).
Teece, D.J. (2018) ‘Business models and dynamic capabilities’, Long Range Planning, 51(1), pp. 40–49. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007 (Accessed Date: 11/04/2026).
Tucker, C. (2019) ‘Privacy, algorithms, and AI’, The Economics of Artificial Intelligence. Available at: https://www.nber.org (Accessed Date: 04/04/2026).
UK DSIT (2023) AI Regulation Policy Paper. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-regulation-a-pro-innovation-approach (Accessed Date: 11/04/2026).
United Nations (2015) Sustainable Development Goals. Available at: https://sdgs.un.org/goals (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Veale, M. and Borgesius, F.Z. (2021) ‘EU AI Act analysis’, Computer Law Review International. Available at: https://doi.org/10.9785/cri-2021-220402 (Accessed Date: 20/04/2026).
Whittlestone, J. et al. (2019) ‘Ethical and societal implications of algorithms’, FAT Conference. Available at: https://arxiv.org (Accessed Date: 21/04/2026).
Wood, A.J. et al. (2019) ‘Good gig, bad gig’, Work, Employment and Society, 33(1), pp. 56–75. Available at: https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0950017018785616 (Accessed Date: 11/04/2026).
World Economic Forum (2024) Global Risks Report. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-risks-report-2024 (Accessed: 11/04/2026).
Zuboff, S. (2019) The Age of Surveillance Capitalism. London: Profile Books. 

1

image1.png
~ Q@ google images - Search x

<« C

© | B3 importfavourites | . Change Mansgem.

Google

global challenges ai clipart

AlMode Al Images Forums Shortvideos

Boresmsime com
‘Global Chalenges Stock lustrations.

.

B Oreamstine com
‘Global Chalenges Stock llustraion

B reamstine com
‘Global Challenges Stock lustratons.

https://www.google.co.uk/imgres?

P Type here to search

wiscaritgne | (B siinogorn [ e g (@) s

G global challenges i lipart - Goog X |

@ (& nttpsy//www.google.couk/search?q=global +challenges +ai +clipartisca_esv=51flea3badababfiibiw=18108bih=8138udm=28sxsrf=ANbL-ntyAdHAWKhQIC... Y7

X & @ Q
Wb Fights  More - Tools - R saves
B oo B e Gl © b
= "
/? /?
i @
o L
BOresmsime com Boresmsimecom
‘Global Challenges Stock llustrations ‘Global Challenges Stock
‘ |
-l
Challenges and advancements in artificial
intelligence | Premium Al-generated image
@Freenic [ p— (et g o Freik | Lience etz
‘Global population growth and c.. 407 Al hallenges Royalt.Free Images ko e i mfrmston e for? Lesrn more
< share 0 Save
lobal challenges ai clipart&limgurl=https%3A%2F%2Fthumbs.dreamstime.comS%2Fb%2Feco-activism-saving-nature-mission-gco-activism-compass-guiding-us-global-chall
e 1904
oo @8 & @eccouy A®EDE gy B

>





