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1. Individual Presentation Speaker Script

Hello everyone. Today, I’m going to take you through our Root Cause Analysis of AI Washing in the tech industry. Now, instead of just guessing why these companies tend to exaggerate their tech, our team wanted a structured approach. So, we used a business framework called the '3 x 5 Whys' by Gangidi (2019). What I love about this method is that it forces you to look at a problem from three completely different angles: the technical side of what happened, the human choices involved, and the underlying systemic rules of the organization. While our group slides focus on the broader tech industry to show you the big macro trends, I’ll be using the legacy tech giant IBM as my specific, real-world case study to show you how these theories actually play out in practice.
If you look at our Fishbone Diagram on the screen, it breaks down the root causes of AI washing into four main operational areas, and frankly, we can see every single one of them at play when we analyze IBM.
First, if we look at Methods, public stock market systems put an immense amount of pressure on short-term valuation cycles. They aggressively reward a company the second it announces an AI capability, completely ignoring how slow true engineering actually is. To make matters worse, we are operating in a global regulatory void right now, where clear laws defining what counts as 'authentic AI' simply don't exist yet.
Second, looking at Machinery, the reality is that true software development takes years of capital-intensive research. IBM is sitting on massive, older corporate backend systems that are fundamentally unsuited for rapid, cloud-native scaling of Large Language Models. This creates a really distinct technical speed gap between what they want to do and what they can do.
Third, under People, corporate executives are facing intense institutional pressure and distraction. Management teams end up using strategic AI hype just to look modern to their investors—and quite often, they use this exciting messaging to quietly mask structural cost-cutting and massive workforce layoffs.
Fourth, regarding Mother Nature—or the external environment—fast-moving, AI-native startups like OpenAI are completely dominating the market. This creates extreme competitive velocity and, honestly, a lot of boardroom panic for older tech giants.
To understand the deeper psychology behind this corporate behavior, we applied Cognitive Dissonance Theory from a 2026 research paper by Sun et al. In simple terms, a company experiences a severe internal conflict when its public marketing claims are miles ahead of its actual internal technical capabilities. IBM faces this exact strategic dissonance. So, how do they hide this uncomfortable execution gap from Wall Street? To protect their stock price while their engineering teams scramble to catch up, the company uses high-level,

speculative AI branding as a temporary shield—which basically functions as an artificial valuation buffer.
To wrap things up, our case study proves that AI washing isn't just an isolated marketing mistake. It's a structural survival mechanism driven by intense market valuation pressures. All of our data, framework mappings, and findings are fully backed by our module's core literature, textbook problem-solving theories, and recent regulatory reports from bodies like the Federal Trade Commission. My individual supporting document applies these exact verified academic sources directly to the IBM case study to cross-verify our team's findings.
Thank you so much for your time, and I’m now happy to open the floor to any questions you might have.
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2. Critical Reflection on Generative AI Utilization
For the research and preparation phase of this module, Generative AI (ChatGPT) was utilized as an interactive brainstorming tool to evaluate theoretical intersections.
Specifically, the tool was prompted to map the mechanical dimensions of Gangidi’s (2019) 3 x 5 Whys framework onto the core structural symptoms of corporate AI washing identified by Sun et al. (2026).
The primary utility of the AI interface was its rapid capacity for multi-dimensional mapping. It successfully aligned Sun’s organizational learning failures with Gangidi's 'Systemic' leg, and correctly categorized executive behavioral drivers under the 'Human' leg. This significantly optimized my early structural outlining. However, critical analytical limitations emerged. While the AI successfully generated localized, linear five-step chains for a superficial problem statement, it completely lacked the processing capability to execute a true, multi-variable root-cause synthesis. It failed to apply the rigorous 'reverse path logic'

verification tests mandatory for authentic Six Sigma quality diagnostics, offering generic corporate explanations rather than deep, operational industry insights.
Consequently, the output was entirely unsuitable for direct academic integration. I had to manually audit the complete transcript, independently restructuring the points to build a rigorous, human-verified framework suitable for university-level evaluation.
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4. [bookmark: 4. Appendix: Evidence of AI Research Int]Appendix: Evidence of AI Research Interaction

Due to the depth of the academic literature synthesis regarding the 3x5 Whys methodology (Gangidi, 2019) and Cognitive Dissonance theory (Sun et al., 2026), the research transcript spans multiple pages. In strict compliance with the assessment specification requirements, the complete, unedited, and sequential chronological conversation history is provided below to maintain full transparency.
Figures 1 to G: Direct transcript excerpts demonstrating interactive concept mapping between Cognitive Dissonance (Sun et al., 2026) and the 3x5 Whys framework (Gangidi, 201G).
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Explain how Gangidi's 3x5 Whys
framework can be mapped to the
Al washing issues outlined in Sun
etal. (2026).

Gangidi's 3x5 Whys framework and the Al-
washing problems discussed by Zhe Sun and
colleagues are highly compatible because both
focus on moving from a visible symptom to
deeper organizational causes.

The two frameworks in brief

Gangidi's 3x5 Whys extends the traditional 5
Whys by investigating a problem along three
separate dimensions:

1. Occurrence - Why did the problem happen?

2. Human - Why did people make the
decisions or actions that contributed to it?

3. Systemic - Why did the organization's
processes, incentives, governance, or
controls allow it? st

Sun et al. (2026) defir I washing as a gap
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Gangidi's 3x5 Whys framework and the Al-
washing problems discussed by Zhe Sun and
colleagues are highly compatible because both
focus on moving from a visible symptom to
deeper organizational causes.

The two frameworks in brief

Gangidi's 3x5 Whys extends the traditional 5
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Sun et al. (2026) define Al washing as a gap
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capabilities. They identify issues such as:

e Exaggerated Al claims.

* Information asymmetry that prevents
outsiders from verifying capabilities.
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Sun et al. (2026) define Al washing as a gap
between Al-related narratives and actual Al
capabilities. They identify issues such as:

* Exaggerated Al claims.

e Information asymmetry that prevents
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resources through Al narratives.

* Weak regulatory oversight.
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Example: Applying 3x5 Whys to an Al-
washing case

Problem statement

“A company markets itself as an Al leader, but its
actual Al capability is minimal.”

1. Occurrence Whys

* Why was the claim made?
* Toattract investors.

o Why attract investors through Al claims?
o Al branding increases visibility.

 Why rely on branding rather than capability?
* Capability development is slower and

more expensive.

* Why wasn't capability developed first?
 Short-term resource pressures.

* Why were short-term gains prioritized?
* Market rewards favored Al narratives.

This chain corresponds to Sun et al’s discussion
of legitimacy seeking 7 , “esource acquisition
through Al narratives.

4+ Ask ChatGPT 9 0
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* Why were short-term gains prioritized?
* Market rewards favored Al narratives.

This chain corresponds to Sun et al’s discussion
of legitimacy seeking and resource acquisition
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2. Human Whys

* Why did executives approve the messaging?
* They believed competitors were doing
the same.
* Why did they feel pressure to match
competitors?
* Investors expected Al strategies.
* Why were expectations so strong?
* Al hype created perceived
strategic necessity.
* Why didn't managers challenge the claims?
* Internal dissent mechanisms were weak.
* Why were challenge mechanisms weak?
* Culture rewarded promotional success
more than technical accuracy.

This reflects the cognitive-dissonance dynamic
emphasized by Sun et G, Weren
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* Why were challenge mechanisms weak?
® Culture rewarded promotional success
more than technical accuracy.

This reflects the cognitive-dissonance dynamic
emphasized by Sun et al.

3. Systemic Whys

* Why was the misleading claim not detected?
* No capability-audit process existed.
* Why was there no audit process?
* Al governance was immature.
* Why was governance immature?
* Regulatory standards were unclear.
* Why were standards unclear?
® Al oversight frameworks were still
developing.
* Why did the organization rely on
external ambiguity?
* Incentives favored narrative creation over
verification.

This aligns with Sun et als discussion of
inadequate regulation, verification difficulties,

and organizational learning failures.
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This aligns with Sun et als discussion of
inadequate regulation, verification difficulties,
and organizational learning failures.

Key insight

The strongest connection is that Sun et al.
identify the symptoms and mechanisms of Al
washing, while Gangidi's 3x5 Whys provides a
diagnostic method for tracing those
symptoms back to root causes.

« Occurrence leg > explains the strategic
incentives behind Al washing.

 Human leg > explains the cognitive and
behavioral drivers.

« Systemicleg > explains the governance,
regulatory, and organizational failures that
make Al washing possible.

Viewed this way, the 3x5 Whys framework can |
serve as a practical root-cause-analysis tool for
investigating Al-washing incidents and

designing corrective g & nance measures.
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DVANCED ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS (RCA) OF Al WASHING IN BIG TECH

Methodological Core: Application of Gangidi’'s (2019} 3 x 5 Whys industrial
framewaork to move heyond linear problem-solving into multi-dimensional root

cause analysis.
The Three Independent Causal Pathways:

« Occurrence-Specific Leg: Deconstructing the immediate technalogical
il to support

infrastructure gap where legacy enterprise backend framewaorks f
immediate, localized Large Language Model (LLM) scaling {Sun et al., 2026}.

* Human Error / Factor Leg: Evaluating executive decision-making under acute
corporate stress, where branding is artificially inflated to mask massive
workforce restructuring and industry layoffs (The Guardian, 2026).

« Systemic Policy Leg: Tracing how public equity markets reward speculative
narratives, creating an operational environment that triggers strict regulatory
compliance interventions from badies like the SEC (BBC, 2026).

Theoretical Synthesis: Utilizing Cognitive Dissonance Theory {(Sun et al., 2026}
to analyze the severe strategic conflict between a firm's external market-facing
narrative and its internal engineering execution boundaries.

Core Problem:
Al Washing
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Error Leg

Systemic
Policy Leg
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ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS: THE FISHBONE DIAGRAM
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THEORETICAL SYNTHESIS: THE COGNITIVE DISSONANCE LENS

Academic Foundation:

Grounding corporate strategy adjustments within the core framework
established by Sun et al. (2026) in Technological Forecasting and Social
Change.

Operationalizing Strategic Dissonance:

Defining Al washing as a profound cognitive and structural gap where a
firm's external marketing projection completely contradicts its true
technical execution boundaries (Sun et al., 2026).

The Valuation and Layoff Buffer:

Corporate executives intentionally exploitinflated Al narratives as an
artificial protective bridge to shield public stock values from investor panic
while simultaneously executing massive structural workforce layoffs. (The
Guardian, 2026)

The Resolution Framework:

Shifting corporate governance from speculative, symbolic market
compliance to transparent, data-verified technical engineering benchmarks
enforced by regulatory watchdogs like the SEC (BBC, 2026).
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