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Advances in artificial intelligence (AI) are increasingly shaping managerial decision-making across organizational functions (Berente et al. 2021). This is especially evident in areas such as hiring and performance evaluation (Taslim 2025) and customer analytics. Leaders have long relied on technology to support decision-making, but these systems have typically been tied to processes that could be explained, traced, and justified. In many cases, leaders can still “show their work” by pointing to the inputs, rules, and assumptions that underlie an outcome. AI introduces a different kind of challenge. As prior work suggests, managing AI is not simply an extension of earlier information technologies because AI systems are often more autonomous, adaptive, and less transparent than traditional systems (Berente et al. 2021).
Even when AI-generated recommendations appear reasonable, the underlying logic is often difficult to fully explain. This raises important questions for leadership and ethics. How should leaders exercise judgment when the decision process is not fully transparent? What does accountability look like when decisions affect large groups at scale? And how should leaders think about ownership when they are relying on algorithmic recommendations? Research on AI explainability similarly notes that explaining model predictions is not the same as explaining the decisions made using those predictions, which makes these questions especially important in managerial settings (Fernández-Loría et al. 2022).
This “explainability gap” distinguishes the executive decisions to adopt AI tools from the implementation of other systems that serve managers as decision-support tools. We know a great deal about how people make both abstract and concrete decisions through reasoning, data, and inferences (Ross, 1994). When unexpected adverse consequences occur, businesses, governments, and individuals expect to systemically analyze evidence of decision-making and reasoning to understand both human error and system failures (e.g., National Transportation Safety Board, 2026). The opacity of AI’s “reasoning” complicates such analyses, which necessarily involve examining whether systems work as designed and intended. 
The ability to parse complexity to understand how to prevent harms and understand past harms may be uniquely human. Perrow (1983, 1998, 1999) “described complex systems as consisting of opaque and tangled processes by a combination of ‘interactive complexity’ and ‘tight coupling’” (Langewiesche, 1998, p. 94). Interactive complexity holds that complex systems are composed of many elements, and interactions between seemingly unrelated elements can have unexpected consequences; tight coupling describes rapidly cascading failures due to the interlocking designs of operating systems. Sagan (1993) described patterns of accidents in complex “reliable” systems (e.g., control of nuclear weapons) that were prevented only by chance. It is not evident that AI reduces these risks, or, if it does, how it does so. 
Thus, the leadership and ethical considerations this work explores are not about what AI does, but about our lack of knowledge about how AI decides what to do. This session explores these questions through a comparative, case-based lens by placing traditional technology-supported decisions alongside AI-driven ones. It considers how explainability, scale, and ownership may shape leadership responsibilities in AI-mediated contexts and asks whether AI creates fundamentally new ethical challenges or instead intensifies longstanding ones in new ways. More broadly, this conversation connects to ongoing concerns about accountability in algorithmic decision-making, especially when responsibility becomes harder to locate clearly (Busuioc 2021).
Bringing together perspectives from leadership and information systems, the session offers a practical and pedagogically grounded way to think about these issues in Jesuit business education. More broadly, it aims to support the formation of our students as they become more reflective decision-makers who can engage emerging technologies with both technical awareness and ethical discernment.
Note to conference committee:
We plan to present this work in a traditional paper session format. We can also present this work in a lengthier session that allows attendees to experience the case process in a workshop format, depending upon the mix of proposals you receive and time constraints. Please let us know what would best meet the needs of conference participants.
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