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Paper 1 - Discrimination in the Recruitment process: An overview.
The notion of equal opportunities both beyond and within the workplace has been an overarching narrative in the western hemisphere (Baert et al., 2015). For example, the Equality Act 2010 is the core piece of legislation guiding the UK's organisational practices of fair and non-discriminating recruitment and staffing (Hennekam, et al., 2021). Yet, as it is explored in further parts of the overview, regulatory compliance is unlikely to be sufficient in thwarting discrimination in an organisational environment (Beattie & Johnson, 2012). Regulations and organisations have alike turned to seemingly proactive policies to guarantee that candidates in the recruitment process are treated fairly and with dignity. However, it appears that (mostly covert forms of) discrimination, contrary to ongoing efforts, remains in many recruitment areas (Hennekam et al., 2019). This paper is dedicated to a comprehensive evaluation of the causes and consequences of discrimination in the recruitment process by focusing on the most recent publications and academic viewpoints to signal those areas in need of further inquiry. 
By definition, discrimination refers to a set of implicit/explicit, deliberate or unintended practices leading to the unfair treatment of an individual based on a (set of) characteristics that do not yield any link to potential work performance (Fevre, Grainger and Brewer, 2010; Triana, Jayasinghe and Pieper, 2015). In the UK, the list of protected characteristics offers preliminary guidelines for organisations to eliminate those recruitment criteria that may be unethical and contrary to the law (Sánchez-Monedero, Dencik and Edwards, 2019). Of course, in certain positions, there are exceptions to the rule (e.g. minimum and maximum age in particular fields of occupation due to occupational safety reasons), as noted by (Santuzzi & Waltz, 2016). However, age, the presence of disability, gender, marital status, religious affiliations, sex, and sexual orientation shall never be inquired at any phase of discrimination (Sczesny, Formanowicz and Moser, 2016). These should not be part of the process of candidate selection. 
Unfortunately, discrimination in many cases is unpremeditated – inconsiderate language may discourage certain segments of the population from applying, and in tight labour market conditions, there is a strategic imperative for firms to reach out to the broadest talent pool possible (Boone et al., 2013). While the constraints of this paper do not allow for an exhaustive examination of the different, practically relevant mechanisms through which a diverse workforce improves organisational performance, innovation and creative problem-solving, practitioners shall consider the ever-expanding evidence base of the performance-diversity linkages (Li et al., 2020). 
The first and the most common step in job applications involves the submission of resumes (Duguet et al., 2015). Traditionally, resumes contain much personal information, including some protected characteristics and other, voluntarily disclosed details that may not be specific to the vacant position, nevertheless could also trigger unintended forms of discrimination (Zschirnt and Ruedin, 2016). Adamovic's (2020) systematic literature review of recruitment discrimination observed a significant increase in the number of studies assessing the most frequently sought details in resume studies to pre-emptively identify organisational practices leading and sustaining talent discrimination. Interestingly, research suggests that many of the protected characteristics have, in fact, were applied in hiring decisions (Adamovic, 2020). The use of blind resume/CV screening is a commonly recommended method (Derous and Ryan, 2018), yet compared to the volume of papers suggesting this type of intervention, empirical studies proving the effectiveness of this option are rather limited (Adamovic, 2020; Behaghel, Crépon and Le Barbanchon, 2015). That is, while many research papers have proven the existence of discrimination in recruitment processes, the provision of actionable solutions is yet to come, particularly in those countries and regions with a comparatively high population diversity (Baert and De Pauw, 2014).
The social justice perspective and human rights approach to ending discrimination in recruitment and in the workplace are unquestionably relevant arguments in discussions (Kwangja Cho, 2010). Nonetheless, there must also be a robust business case behind equitable recruitment practices, so there is an incentive for performance-oriented organisations to integrate inclusion into business philosophies (Adamovic, 2021). The aforementioned demographic changes transpiring in the labour market also necessitates organisations to eradicate discriminating hiring practices.  In many western countries, the share of migrant and/or minority population could easily reach 20% (ibid); consequently, the opportunity cost of arbitrarily excluding (without a justifiable reason) at least one-fifth of the working population could be immense. Hiring people under-qualified to a particular position and excluding well-qualified candidates due to unintended discrimination in recruitment is a considerable mistake if discrimination is not proactively prevented in the recruitment process (Cheung et al., 2016). More specifically, it is simple to study proving any negative correlation between job performance and protected often found to be the causes of discrimination. Cheung et al. (2016) mention how exclusive recruitment practices could result in the under-utilisation of stigmatised members of the population. 
If discrimination cases become widely publicised, there is also a potential of reputational damage in labour markets (James and Wooten, 2006). A company associated with discriminatory practices are less likely to appear as an employer choice in labour markets, and in severe instances, reputational harm may also occur in consumer markets too, as posited by Cheung et al. (2016). Clearly, the different strings of arguments explaining the counterproductive effects of discrimination in recruitment all point toward the imperative for practising HR managers and leaders to induce proactive steps. These steps, however, are entirely dependent on the context. Instead of pursuing a set of best practices, organisations may need to unveil the core causes of discrimination and locate effective remedies. First, the review of hiring criteria and the removal of any biased statement from job descriptions and positions (Berson, Laouénan, and Valat, 2020). Often, some (mostly lower-level) positions come with a gender 'affix' (e.g. kitchen boy), clearly implying the preferences for certain genders (Gaucher, Friesen and Kay, 2011). The standardisation of questions asked for all candidates is another good practice to objectively assess whether the candidate possesses the relevant experience to fulfil job duties to a satisfactory degree.
To conclude, the timeliness for organisations to finally transcend above a compliance-based approach to handling and preventing discrimination at work is undisputed (Fillion, Thivet and Lejeune, 2021). The first half of the paper reviewed some of the theoretical underpinnings of discrimination in the world of work. In the second half, the author has drawn upon several practical examples from empirical and theoretical papers to emphasise the business case behind eliminating discrimination from the recruitment process. Despite the fact that a one-size-fits-all solution is unlikely to exist suitable for all organisational circumstances, there is an imperative for firms to think critically about inclusion and the prevention of unintended discrimination. Future research studies, however, shall attend to implanting theory to practice embracing inclusive recruitment practices.   



Paper 2 -Social Power: Theoretical framework (Does this theory have the power to explain what it does in the context of the topic area?

The study of discrimination in the workplace was advised by extant theories that can in help finding solutions via two interrelated routes. First, give a theoretical explanation is present, organisations and disenfranchised stakeholders are already a step closer to finding solutions. Second, academic research is inherently theory-driven with the guiding objective of translating the theoretical provisions to practice (i.e. the effective prevention of unfair attributions and discrimination in the workplace). This paper examines whether and to what extent (if at all) the social power theory (and ensuing, socially constructed power differences) (Blalock, 1960) is capable of explaining the prevalence of workplace discrimination, and at the same time, advising practising managers and leaders to inculcate an open and welcoming organisational atmosphere. 
The social power theory is credited to Weber's contribution to sociological research to define the contending power sources in any society (Gane, 2005). That is, there is a constant (but not necessarily harmful) competition between different factions of the society to gain and redistribute power, preferably within legitimate frameworks supported and advocated by the majority of the society (Hadar, Luria and Liberman, 2020). In addition, the social power theory also notes the centrality of power in maintaining group cohesion. Without power, central figures simply cannot guarantee followers' concerted efforts alongside the dimensions of the premeditated idea (whether this idea is indeed morally and/or socially desirable is subject to debate) (Weick, Guinote and Wilkinson, 2011). Those in possession of power are then in a position to carry out a certain agenda despite resistance from other factions of the society. The four different pillars of the social power theory are also essential to grasp (Carli, 1999). These include the following:
· power is always social;
· power is always relational;
· power is a social process and 
· power is a social strategy to circumvent resistance and validate interests. 
The idea of power as a tool of domination, based on the four pillars above, partially explains the unequal allocation of benefits across members of society. Those possessing power (i.e. the ability to exercise command and control) then could influence other members of the society to obey directions propagated by those in power. Needless to say, even if this specific conceptualisation of power may appear radical, domination can be legitimately attracting voluntary obedience, particularly if a specific distribution of power conveys additional benefits (Haugaard, 2003). The unwritten social contract between individuals and governments is an illustrative example. In return for protection and social order, the majority of constituents accept the inequality, and this inequality eventually solidifies into an institutional order, also known as the social structure (assuming the political system is stable) (Fiske and Dépret, 1996). This social structure provides the framework for the operation of society. 
Discrimination of any kind is socially constructed – to date, there is no convincing evidence that particular, non-professional attributes in any way determine an individual's worth (Shaw, 2005). Still yet, as informed by the social dominance and attribution theories, one social group (linked by a shared ethic, cultural, religious or national background) dominates another social group with limited access to power (Umphress et al., 2008). In the immediate context of Europe, this can be seen in the cases of the immigrant population habitually facing rampant discrimination both within and beyond the workplace (despite explicit laws and regulations preventing the different treatment of non-dominant members of the society) (French, 1956). Through the process of myth legitimisation, the dominant social group may also turn into passive observers of discrimination without any motive of challenging the status quo (Verniers and Vala, 2018). This behavioural predisposition can be well explained by looking at the tendencies of in-group members to reinforce their membership by reinforcing social and other differences. Consequently, discrimination manifests at the expense of vulnerable factions of society (Riley, 2010). The latter phenomenon can be further explained by the social identity theory, especially on the side of the dominant group with a vested interest in retaining in-group cohesion within the dominant section of the society. Therefore, regardless of the narrative of equality and equal opportunities for all, subtle discrimination continues to occur even in modern, progressive societies.
On one hand, discrimination is an undesirable consequence of power differences, and even on an unconscious level, members of the dominant group also exhibit a predisposition to discriminate (Perreault and Bourhis, 1999). In this view, (covert) discrimination will be an accompanying feature as long as power differences exist. Returning to Weber's social power theory, societies would simply not exist without power differences (consider anarchy as a hypothetical social order. While there is no control system and a governing body with the mandated role of enforcing rights and obligations, the stability of such systems are at best questionable). As such, power can never be equitably allocated in a society, a view well represented by the advocates of the Critical Race Theory (CRT) (Rocco, Bernier and Bowman, 2014). Those adopting the CRT perspective to sociology argue that discrimination and the eventual disparate racial/gender disparities are the by-products of complex social dynamics (intersectionality) and not the result of intentional prejudice against individuals. The CRT however has been criticised on the ground of making statements not based on empirical findings but rather on lose disciplines (Cabrera, 2018). Still yet, CRT remains part of the contemporary social discourse in the United States and in many other westerns societies.
Social power as a theoretical framework explains the persistence of discrimination in the workplace. Ending discrimination is often labelled as a top priority in many policy environments, nonetheless the means of ending discrimination are far from being clear. Power differences were identified as the main triggers of inequality, and the ensuing dominance of one social group over the other. The paper provided a comprehensive evaluation of the sources of discrimination both within and beyond the workplace. Foundationally, the existence of power differences in societies is the main source of discrimination. 


Paper 3 - Technology or AI, It’s Risks & dangers: Then, Finding the cutting edge
The advancement of technology is present in all domains of life. In theory, the inclusion of technology is the key to improving organisational effectiveness and efficiency by automating mundane, monotone, and often error-prone human tasks (Helbing, 2018). In addition, as technology is capable of processing a huge volume of data, certain decision support systems in organisations could aid managers and leaders (Cappelli, Tambe and Yakubovich, 2018). HR technology has also evolved at a fast pace in the last few years. However, there are many questions about whether and how AI (Artificial Intelligence) and other related technologies can be socially beneficial for all stakeholders. In many articles, AI is defined as the by-product of ongoing development in predictive analytics to substitute for human input (Hamilton and Davison, 2021). Nonetheless, there are some emergent concerns about whether AI could indeed lead to both fair and equitable decisions in recruitment (Son, Lee and Chang, 2019). Merely recollecting some news publications on AI, there is heightened attention to the ethical dimensions of AI-supported recruitment.
To begin with, talent recruitment is both a time- and a resource-consuming HR activity, mainly if dozens of applications are received to vacant positions (Altemeyer, 2019). Manually reviewing all applications is subject to errors, biases, and in light of the high cost of recruiting talents, some form of automation appears to be the hands-on solution (Vedapradha, Hariharan and Shivakami, 2019). Indeed, for years, organisations have been using a series of applications to manually screen resumes and applicants so that the final number of candidates presented for human consideration is well within available decisional resources. Limitations of these applications shall be borne into consideration. Despite the astronomical progress in AI capabilities, it would be too premature to rely on algorithms to preselect the highest calibre candidates entirely (Kumaran and Sankar, 2013). 
Early AI recruitment solutions merely sought to identify keywords in application files submitted to filter candidates. This natural language processing system was prone to excluding candidates not using the exact same words but are otherwise prone to selection biases. Despite these shortcomings in AI, Kavadias et al. (2016, cited in Mishra and Tripathi, 2021) predict a major uptake of AI solutions in many organisations in the next 5-10 years. The cost considerations and efficiency gains (on the short-term horizon) are among the most frequently articulated drivers of AI adoption in the HR department (Fernandez and Gallardo-Gallardo, 2021). Nevertheless, it is also worthwhile to critically examine some of the ethical issues and threats inherent to organisations increasing reliance on algorithms to categorise and recruit talents.
First and foremost, contrary to the narrative that AI supports objective recruitment decisions (absent of any cognitive limitations and biases), the practical manifestation of this benefit is far from being apparent yet alone guaranteed (Alam et al., 2020). AI applications are still programmed by humans, suffering from many unconscious limitations (Albert, 2019). Paper 1 in the portfolio spent a considerable word count on highlighting the subtle nature of discrimination/bias, and the adverse consequences of unidentified/unacknowledged prejudice are even more prevalent in the field of AI (Alam et al., 2020).  An algorithm lacks any form of social sensitivity, and even if some selection criteria are technically reliable and valid (Fernández-Martínez, Carmen and Fernández, 2020). As a practical example, the AI may observe a particular (but otherwise highly irrelevant, potentially unfair and unlawful) candidate attribute to be associated with on-the-job performance and other KPIs (Key Performance Indicators) set forth by programmers (Kleinberg et al., 2018). There are many alleged cases of unintended discrimination when AI-assisted recruitment and selection protocols in the organisation, mostly disadvantaging those candidates already existing at the risk of social marginalisation (e.g. people of colour and minorities) (Todolí-Signes, 2019, (Upadhyay and Khandelwal, 2018).
 Correspondingly, there is a scholarly obligation of fostering a more balanced discussion on the threats and opportunities in AI. On the one hand, there is a tremendous potential inherent to AI to process a volume of data well beyond the cognitive capability of the most intelligent human. On the other hand, many optimistic predictions on AI adoption automatically approve technology acceptance both on the organisational and the candidate side (van Esch, Black, 2019 and Kundhavai, 2020). Similarly, Pan et al. (2021) also highlight the imperative for a more conservative and cautious approach to AI in recruitment since adoption barriers and suspicious user attitudes (i.e. resistance) can all moderate the realisable benefits of delegating recruitment decisions to algorithms with expectations for higher quality (hiring) decisions. 
The phenomenon of technophobia (a general sense of anxiety induced by human-machine interaction) (Khasawneh, 2018) shall also be embedded into discussions when speculating the different routes AI will dramatically disrupt extant approaches to talent sourcing.  In a way, many of the benefits and value-adding potential of AI in recruitment remain mostly theoretical as long as confirmatory, empirical research remains deficient and fragmented (Niehueser and Boak, 2020). This is clearly not a call for eliciting sentiments against technology. However, AI ethics is a conceptually underdeveloped area, and as long as this domain remains deficient, it would be a gross exaggeration to refer to AI as the ultimate, all-encompassing cutting edge solution to streamlining recruitment in an organisation (Mittelstadt et al., 2016, Hoffmann, 2019). AI and technology are naturally absent of values, beliefs, and assumptions. While these can be sources of unfair discrimination, not adhering to principal human and societal values (e.g. equality, diversity, dignity…etc.) could be an unexpected edge of AI technology. 
This preliminary, critical review suggests many areas of future academic and policy research. First, the benefits of AI have not been evaluated through the lenses of ethics. There is a disproportional weight placed on evangelising AI as the turnkey solution to restructuring recruitment to find the highest calibre candidates. However, these recommendations fail to account for the moral and legal implications of AI rooting from unintentionally developed discriminatory algorithms. Second to this, it is highly advisable to evaluate candidate attitudes to AI to gauge whether AI is also perceived in a comparatively favourable light in labour markets. Finally, but not least importantly, developing an ethical charter for AI in HR is another route for future research to link the now disparate research strands. 
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