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Abstract: Artificial Intelligence (Al) has emerged in organizational settings at a swift pace, fundamentally
reshaping the comprehension of ethical leadership. The study, called a systematic literature review, analyzed
87 peer-reviewed studies that were published in the period from 2018 to 2025, to see how Al technologies
transform the roles, resources and ethical landscape of organizational leaders. Algorithmic decision-making,
automated surveillance and Al-enhanced governance are transforming the existing discourse on ethical lead-
ership — whether that's transformational leadership, servant leadership, or authentic leadership — and we take
a look at how they're doing it in this article based on the PRISMA 2020 guidelines. The five thematic clusters
we identified are: (1) shifting the moral responsibility for Al from humans to Al systems, (2) algorithmic bias
as an ethical leadership problem, (3) transparency and explainability in securing trust of Al system leadership,
(4) data governance and data privacy as leadership needs, and (5) building new ethical leadership skills for
Al We suggest an integrative theory, the Responsible Al Leadership Model (RAILM), to combine themes
and provide directions for empirical studies in the future.

Keywords: ethical leadership; artificial intelligence; algorithmic decision-making; responsible Al; organiza-
tional ethics; digital leadership

1. Introduction

Ethical leadership and Al are among the most impactful areas in today's management litera-
ture. Organizational leaders are now encountering new ethical dilemmas that are not covered by
current ethical frameworks, as Al systems increasingly make decisions on everything from hiring
to strategic investment decisions (Floridi, Josh and Thomas et al. 2021; Mittelstadt and Patrick
Russell 2022). Now the issue isn't whether Al will impact organizational life, but whether leaders
have the ethical insight needed to lead this change in a responsible way. Earlier, when decisions
were attributed to discrete human actors, ethical leadership was theorized as the manifestation of
normatively appropriate behavior in one's personal behavior and interpersonal relationships
(Brown, Linda and David 2005). The deployment of Al today can dramatically change this tracea-
bility. When a machine learning model refuses to finance a loan, suggests a workforce cut, or de-
cides a treatment protocol for a patient, the responsibility shifts to the data scientists, algorithm
design, procurement officers, and senior executives that may not have the technical expertise to
question the systems that they deploy (Mittelstadt, Patrick, and Sandra et al. 2022; Rinta-Kahila
Tapani, Ida, and Nicole et al. 2023). The academic answer to this challenge has been disjointed.
Important contributions have been made by researchers in management science, computer ethics,
organizational behavior and information systems, but integrative synthesis is lacking in develop-
ment. To fill this gap, this systematic literature review will chart the conceptual landscape between
the theory of ethical leadership and Al governance, mapping the extent of convergence and con-
troversy, and an integrated approach to inform research and practice. This review has the following
organization. Section 2 provides the theory and concept supports. The methodology is described in
section 3 following PRISMA 2020 reporting guidelines and consists of a search strategy, inclusion
criteria and analytic approach. The results are presented under five emerging themes in Section 4.
In Section 5, the Responsible Al Leadership Model (RAILM) is presented. Implications for re-
search, practice and policy are discussed in section 6. Section 7 concludes.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1 Classical Ethical Leadership Theory
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Ethical leadership scholarship is grounded in normative philosophy with a focus on Kantian deontology, utilitarian consequen-
tialism and virtue ethics concepts translated into behavioral and social learning models that are relevant to organizational settings
(Trevifio, Laura and Michael 2000). The major paradigm in the field, developed by Brown, Trevifio, and Harrison (2005), concep-
tualized ethical leadership as a dyadic, socially learned process, that is, ethical leadership is learned by followers from their leaders
and the leaders behave in an ethical way in order to hold followers accountable by providing them with rewards and punishments
and communicating openly about ethics. This perspective holds leadership to be fundamentally relational—ethics becomes actual
through visible human actions. This framework has been enhanced by further theoretical developments. Transformational leadership
(Bass and Roland 2006; Avolio, Fred and Todd 2009) explained that inspirational motivation and idealized influence are important
factors that foster the moral reasoning of followers. Servant leadership theory (Greenleaf 1977; Dierendonck 2011) emphasized the
leader's fiduciary duty to a group of stakeholders other than shareholders. Authentic leadership models (Luthans and Buce 2003;
Walumbwa, Bruce and William et al. 2008) emphasized the importance of self-awareness, relational transparency, and internalized
moral perspective in maintaining ethical behavior in stressful situations. The ethical leader is always a human agent, with agency,
empathy, and moral deliberation, with whom other humans typically engage in an organizational context that is relatively straight-
forward to interpret. All these assumptions are challenged by the introduction of artificial intelligence in leadership environments
(Vakkuri Kai-Kristian and Marianna et al. 2020; Bankins and Formosa 2023).

2.2 Al Governance and Ethics Frameworks

In tandem with the theory of ethical leadership, there has been a significant body of research on Al ethics in the last ten years.
A number of high-profile governance frameworks have converged on a shared set of values: fairness, accountability, transparency,
privacy, safety, and societal benefit (Jobin, Marcelo and Effy 2019; Fjeld, Nele and Hannah et al. 2020). However, these frameworks
have been criticized for their aspirational nature and lack of organization operationalization (Mittelstadt 2019; Raji, Elizabeth and
Aaron et al. 2022). When leaders say they want Al to be ‘fair’ or ‘transparent’, they do not give the Al any kind of instructions on
how to identify the algorithmic discrimination in a deployed hiring system, nor how to communicate to the employees that Al-
generated performance is a factor in promotion. However, the translation process from an ethical principle to a leadership practice
needs an organizational actor, a leader, who grasps the technical and ethical aspects of the deployment of Al (Dignum 2020; Jobin,
Marcelo and Effy 2019).

2.3 Bridging Leadership and Al Ethics

A growing body of research is starting to connect these two bodies of literature. (Floridi, Josh and Thomas et al. 2021; Taddeo
and Floridi 2018; Metcalf, Emily and Danah 2016) have argued for the need of 'ethically aligned design' for the development of Al,
which include organizational accountability structures. Leadership theory, on the other hand, is emerging from the leadership side,
with (Nishii and Patrick 2008) and (Waldman and Robert 2014) arguing that the theory should adapt to the concept of distributed
agency in sociotechnical systems, and more recently, (Bankins and Paul 2023) have done so. This review is part of that bridging
process in systematically charting the empirical and conceptual work in this intersection.

3. Methodology
3.1 Review Design

The methodology used in this study is systematic literature review (SLR) according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Sys-
tematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA 2020) guidelines (Page, Joanne and Patrick et al. 2021). Systematic reviews are
suitable for when researchers want to identify and summarize an impenetrable and fragmented literature through systematic, repli-
cable search and inclusion processes (Tranfield, David, Palminder 2003; Petticrew and Helen 2006). The subject matter, which dealt
with many aspects from management science, information systems, computer ethics to organizational behavior, required a system-
atic approach to achieve a comprehensive and unbiased review.

3.2 Search Strategy

The six major academic databases searched were: Business Source Complete (EBSCO), Web of Science, Scopus, JSTOR,
ABI/Inform and Google Scholar. The search terms were also developed iteratively by using the Boolean operators and the three
conceptual clusters: leadership terms ("ethical leadership” OR "responsible leadership" OR "moral leadership" OR "transformational
leadership" OR "servant leadership"), Al/technology terms ("artificial intelligence" OR "machine learning" OR "algorithmic deci-
sion-making" OR "automation" OR "Al governance"), and organizational terms ("ethics" OR "trust" OR "accountability" OR "gov-
ernance" OR "organizational behavior"). Searches were carried out in January 2025 and were revised up to March 2025.

3.3 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Selection of articles was based on clear inclusion and exclusion criteria, to ensure the relevance and quality of the review. The
selected articles were published between January 2018 and March 2025, which were mostly peer-reviewed journal articles. Studies
that were eligible were those that examined the link between leadership, management, or organizational ethics and the application
of artificial intelligence (Al), automation, or algorithmic systems. Only articles written in English were considered. Empirical stud-
ies, theoretical papers, systematic review and narrative review of literature were used in the review to get a comprehensive view of
the topic. Book chapters, conference papers, grey literature, editorials, opinion pieces and other non-peer reviewed publications
were not considered for studies. Articles that explored the topic of Al ethics only from a technical or engineering point of view,
without addressing organizational or leadership aspects were also omitted. Further, redundant records and retracted publications
were excluded from the final data set.

3.4 PRISMA Flow and Study Selection

The first database search brought back 4612 records. Of these 3,219 records, 675 were screened by title and abstract of these,
675 were screened by title and abstract after deduplication. Inclusion/exclusion criteria were used by two independent reviewers,
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who resolved differences by arbitration with the third reviewer (Cohen's kappa = 0.81; strong interrater agreement). After a full-text
review, 321 articles were included in a final sample of 87 articles that fulfilled all the inclusion criteria.

Table 1. PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram Summary.

Stage Records / Articles Action Taken
Database search (6 databases) 4,612 Initial retrieval
After deduplication 3,219 Duplicates removed
Title/abstract screening 3,219 Excluded: 2,898 (not relevant)
Full-text eligibility review 321 Excluded: 234 (criteria not met)
Final included studies 87 Synthesized in review

3.5 Analytic Approach

Studies included were analyzed using thematic synthesis as presented by (Thomas and Angela 2008). This process was a three-
step one, which included line-by-line coding of findings from each article, developing descriptive themes, and generating analytical
themes that are not based on the content of individual studies, but rather provide new and interpretive perspectives. Bibliometric
analysis was also performed using the software VOSviewer to visualize the co-citation clusters and to determine the intellectual
communities that exist in the corpus.

4. Findings
4.1 Review Design Overview of the Literature

The 34 journals in which the 87 studies were published ranged from 1994 to 2002. The highest representation was from the
Journal of Business Ethics (n = 14), Leadership Quarterly (n = 11), Journal of Management Information Systems (n=9), Journal of
Business Ethics (n = 8), and Organization Science (n = 7). It was observed that the number of publications was increasing sharply
with only 8 qualifying articles in 2018-2019 and 31 in 2023-2024 indicating the field's swift emergence. In terms of methodologi-
cally, 44 percent were conceptual or theoretical, 31 percent were quantitative (survey or secondary data analysis), 16 percent were
qualitative (interviews or case studies), and 9 percent were mixed methods. Thematic synthesis produced five key clusters which
are explored in turn below: (1) moral agency and distributed responsibility, (2) algorithmic bias as an ethical issue for leadership,
(3) transparency, explainability, and trust in leadership, (4) data governance and privacy as leadership concerns, and (5) Al ethical
leadership capabilities.

4.2 Theme 1: Moral Agency and Distributed Responsibility

One of the main themes that frequently appear in the literature is the issue of moral agency displacement in Al-enriched
organizations. The classical ethical leadership theory takes as its premise a clear conception of a single identifiable human agent
who decides and is accountable for decisions to stakeholders. The assumption is being challenged by Al systems in at least three
ways. The first is the introduction of a 'responsibility gap' as (Mittelstadt, Patrick and Sandra et al. 2022) put it, in which an adverse
impact occurs but it is not easily traceable to any single individual human decision maker. (Rinta-Kahila, Tapani, Ida, and Nicole et
al. 2023) reported this phenomenon in an insurance company case study using a machine learning model for claim adjudication.
Senior leaders said they were unaware of the technical aspects of the system, data scientists said they were just doing their job, and
the procurement team said they had trusted the vendors to tell them the truth. No one took responsibility for the lack of ethics.
Second, a number of authors have contended that Al does not simply take the place of human moral agency, but that it generates
new instances of 'distributed agency," where humans and algorithms share responsibility in a manner that our current legal and
ethical frameworks are inadequate to address (Floridi et al. 2021; Bankins and Formosa 2023). One of the most detailed theoretical
accounts in the corpus is that of Bankins and Formosa (2023) who distinguish between 'moral patiency' (the capacity to be wronged),
‘moral responsibility' (the capacity to be held accountable) and ‘moral agency' (the capacity to act for moral reasons). They believe
that existing Al systems can negatively impact moral patients, but that they are not themselves moral agents, so human leaders need
to take a bigger responsibility for the systems they use. Third, the literature is fraught with conflicting conceptions of how far one
can go in designing ethics into an Al rather than representing them. The Responsible Autonomy of Al, The ethics of autonomous
Al systems has always been a factor of the norms of human designers and the organizations within which they are applied (Dignum,
2020). This 'value-laden' perspective on Al has shifted the moral burden onto organizational leaders to not only be reactive but also
be proactive in setting the moral boundaries of Al systems (Taddeo and Floridi 2018; Vakkuri et al. 2020).

4.2 Theme 2: Algorithmic Bias as an Ethical Leadership Challenge

Data politics and the ethics of Al are intertwined. These machine learning models are trained based on historical data reflecting
previous discrimination and, when used within an organizational context, can introduce and reinforce discrimination at scale (O’Neil
2016; Obermeyer et al. 2019). This dynamic is well known in the literature in several areas of the organization. In the context of
hiring and talent management, Dastin (2018) and other academic studies (Pena, Ifiaki, and Pablo et al. 2020; K6chling and Wehner
2020) have reported consistent discrimination by women and ethnic minorities against Al-powered recruitment systems that were
trained using historical hiring data that may also have been historically discriminatory. Binns (2018) argues that this can be a unique
ethical challenge for algorithmic leaders: these outputs are often perceived as objective and widely applicable, which makes it
difficult to uncover and question bias. In performance management, Ajunwa (2020) and Duggan et al. (2020) report the development
of ‘algorithmic management’ (the monitoring, evaluation and disciplining of employees with the help of algorithms based on ma-
chine learning), which they describe as a type of ‘surveillance capitalism’ that affects the dignity and autonomy of workers. Duggan
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et al. (2020) suggest that from an ethical leadership standpoint, leaders who use algorithmic performance measures without consid-
ering their ethical implications are thereby delegating the responsibility of caring for employees to the algorithms. In each of these
settings, the literature highlights a common theme: ethical leadership failure is not simply technical, involving using a biased algo-
rithm, but organizational—how to set up governance processes that can identify and address algorithmic bias. (Raji Elizabeth and
Aaron et al. 2022) conducted a survey of internal audit practices at the organizations that deploy Al and discovered that less than
30 percent of them had formal procedures in place to detect bias in Al, and even fewer had board-level oversight on the use of Al
for ethics. The literature proposes that proactive institutional design — the intentional development of institutional structures, pro-
cesses, and cultures that intentionally address algorithmic bias by making it an organizational priority — is key to responsible Al
leadership (Canca 2022; Metcalf, Keller and boyd 2016).

4.3 Theme 3: Transparency, Explainability, and Leadership Trust

Ethical leadership is about trust. The basic model proposed by Brown, Trevifio, and Harrison (2005) defines trustworthiness
as the foundation of ethical leadership influence and is defined by the extent to which followers are willing to engage in ethical
behavior and are willing to report ethical concerns in the organization (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995; Walumbwa et al. 2008).
The 'black box' problem is a unique risk to trust that arises with the deployment of Al. The processes of many high performing Al
systems, especially deep learning, are not interpretable even by the designer of the system (Rudin 2019). A job applicant may not
be able to offer the kind of transparent explanation that Trevifio, Hartman, and Brown (2000) suggest is at the core of ethical
leadership if he or she has been screened out of the job, and a medical diagnosis may result from an opaque algorithmic process in
which the leader who relies on the result cannot provide such an explanation. Failure to provide a reason for a decision is not just a
communication problem, but an ethics issue because it is the violation of the rights of affected parties to understand and question
consequential decisions that involve them (Wachter, Mittelstadt, and Russell 2017). There are multiple dimensions of Al transpar-
ency that link directly to leadership, as discussed in the literature. The public disclosure of information about the functioning of an
Al system is called algorithmic transparency, the disclosure of information about how the Al system is used in decision making
processes is called process transparency, and the disclosure of information about the decisions that the Al system produces is called
outcome transparency (Larsson and Heintz 2020). Although ethical leadership is expected to be accountable for all three dimensions,
the literature indicates that outcome transparency might be especially sensitive in situations where complete algorithmic transpar-
ency is not technically feasible or commercially sensitive, which might result in less trust among stakeholders (Doshi-Velez and
Kim 2017; Mittelstadt, Patrick and Sandra 2022). New research has started to provide Al decision-making leaders with tools for
communicating Al decisions in human-understandable terms, including ‘explainable AI’ (XAl).Research in the field of ‘explainable
AT’ (XAI) is beginning to provide Al decision-making leaders with technical tools that can help them communicate Al decisions in
human-readable terms, such as LIME, SHAP and counterfactual explanations (Samek, Wiegand, and Miiller 2017; Molnar 2020).
But (Rudin 2019) warns that post-hoc explanations of black-box models are always going to be an imperfect approximation and
recommends the use of inherently interpretable models wherever possible. This may mean taking a more proactive role in shaping
the technical design decisions taken upstream, rather than simply dealing with the communication challenges downstream, for eth-
ical leaders (Bankins and Formosa 2023).

4.4 Theme 4: Data Governance and Privacy as Leadership Imperatives

The Al systems leaders implement are, by nature, systems for data collection, analysis and use. Ethical leadership in the Al
age is thus part of data governance, which encompasses the policies, processes and institutional structures that govern the collection,
storage, sharing and use of data within the organization (Janssen, Brous and Estevez 2020). Data governance, as identified in the
literature reviewed here, is a neglected aspect of ethical leadership practice. The term privacy stands tall when it comes to data ethics
issues in the corpus. A theoretical framework for some of these studies is the influential idea of ‘surveillance capitalism' (Zuboff
2019) which concerns the commodification of human behavioral data for profit that implicates employees, customers and citizens
without them having given meaningful consent. A set of questions arises for ethical leaders: What information does the organization
need to gather? From whom? For what purposes? When is it appropriate to give data to third parties or government officials? Data
governance has been transformed from a compliance role to a strategic leadership role as a result of the General Data Protection
Regulation (GDPR) and similar privacy policies in countries such as the United States, Canada, China, and Brazil (Voigt and von
dem Bussche 2017; Hoofnagle, van der Sloot and Borgesius 2019). There are many studies in our corpus that show a 'privacy
leadership gap': organisations often have more technical staff with greater knowledge and engagement with data ethics than do their
senior leaders, leading to a culture in which it is considered as a topic for the IT department rather than a leadership issue (Martin
and Shilton 2016; Spiekermann-Holt 2022). In addition to regulatory requirements, there is a more positive approach to data stew-
ardship as part of the concept of ethical leadership. The literature also includes a more enthusiastic view of data stewardship as a
leadership responsibility that is ethical. Janssen et al. (2020) suggest a ‘data governance maturity model', which separates two
categories: reactive (compliance driven) and proactive (values driven) approaches to data ethics. Leaders following the latter ap-
proach integrate privacy concerns into product design, procurement and organizational culture, and don't view data ethics as a
constraint to be managed. This proactive orientation is in line with Trevifio et al's (2000) definition of the ‘moral person' aspect of
ethical leadership, which refers to internalization of values that drive conduct without the presence of external oversight.

4.5 Theme 5: Al Ethical Leadership Competencies

The fifth group of literature deals with the special skills required for the ethical governance of Al. The field of this work is
interdisciplinary, combining adult education, leadership development and human-computer interaction research, and is applied.
According to Canca, there are four key competencies that are essential in an ethical leader of Al: (1) Al literacy (understanding, at
a conceptual level, how Al systems work and what they can and cannot do); (2) ethical reasoning (identifying and analyzing the
ethical implications of Al deployment decisions); (3) stakeholder engagement (soliciting and incorporating diverse perspectives on
Al governance); and (4) institutional design (establishing organizational structures, policies, and cultures to realize ethical Al prin-
ciples). The framework is supported in many respects by the research of (Mittelstadt, Patrick and Sandara 2022) and (Floridi, Josh
and Thomas 2021), which further emphasize the importance of systems thinking (the capacity to foresee second and third-order
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effects of the implementation of Al) and psychological safety (the creation of environments that allow employees to voice their
concerns regarding the ethics of AI). A second key challenge identified relates to the technical expertise needed for an effective and
responsible governance of Al and the generalist nature of senior leadership positions. Simple mental models of the Al, as a neutral
tool or a superintelligent agent, are common among senior executives (Dignum 2020; Rinta-Kahila, Tapani, Ida, and Nicole et al.
2023), both of which hinder good governance of ethical issues. This will entail more than just the technical upgrading of individual
leaders; it will require organizational structures that connect technical knowledge with effective decision-making power, including
Chief Ethics Officer positions, Al Ethics Boards, and cross-functional ethics review committees (Canca 2022; Raji, Elizabeth and
Aaron et al. 2022). Additionally, the gender and intersectionality aspects of ethical competency in Al leadership are starting to be
acknowledged. (Criado-Perez 2019) and (D'Ignazio and Klein 2020) describe the tendency for Al teams to be composed mainly of
men and white people, which helps create a system of blind spots around the differential effects of Al on different populations.
There are a number of studies in our corpus that suggest that a diverse leadership team, both in terms of gender and ethnicity, is
better equipped to recognize and reduce inadvertent harms of Al to underrepresented populations, although the evidence for that
remains limited: (Criado-Perez 2019; West, Meredith and Kate 2019).

5. The Responsible AI Leadership Model (RAILM)
5.1 Framework Overview

To derive from our thematic synthesis, we put forth an integrative theoretical framework called the Responsible Al Leadership
Model (RAILM), which re-thinks the concept of ethical leadership in an Al-infused organizational context. RAILM is a framework
which expands the classical tradition of ethical leadership in three dimensions: an expanded moral agency, a systemic approach to
accountability and proactive institutional design.

5.2 Core Propositions

The organizing principles of RAILM are five propositions that are interrelated:

Proposition 1: When designing, deploying, and facing outcomes of Al systems, ethical leaders in Al-supported organizations
are accountable for having a heightened moral agency, even in situations where they do not have a deeper understanding of the
systems themselves. (Bankins and Formosa 2023; Rinta-Kahila, Tapani, Ida, and Nicole et al. 2023). This proposition questions the
'moral luck' defense which has been advanced by leaders in cases where documented harm has occurred, that is, because the algo-
rithmic system was left to its own devices, the leader is not accountable. RAILM believes that leaders who opt for the deployment
of Al systems are ethically responsible for the probable outcomes of their actions.

Proposition 2: Bias detection, fairness auditing, and recourse mechanisms for stakeholders need to be embedded in organiza-
tional practice to guarantee ethical Al leadership (Raji Elizabeth and Aaron et al. 2022; Canca 2022). Algorithmic harm at the
organizational level is not solely the fault of individual leader actions; ethical leadership should be reflected in designing organiza-
tions to accommodate distributed ethical evaluation of Al systems.

Proposition 3: Leadership trust in Al-infused contexts relies on a sense of transparency of the results and a meaningful expla-
nation of the results to stakeholders who may be impacted (Wachter, Mittelstadt, and Russell 2017; Mittelstadt, Patrick and Sandra
2022). If leaders fail to or refuse to elucidate consequential decisions made by Al, they are compromising the relational aspect of
ethical leadership influence.

Proposition 4: Data stewardship, which is deliberate responsible governance of data collection, use and sharing based on
values, is a fundamental duty of ethical leadership in the Al age (Janssen, Brous and Estevez 2020; Spiekermann-Holt 2022). The
way that data governance is viewed by the leaders as merely a technical or compliance role is a neglect of an important part of an
ethical role.

Proposition 5: The development of Al-specific ethical leadership skills, such as Al literacy, ethical reasoning, stakeholder
engagement, systems thinking and institutional design capability, is a leadership development priority and an organizational respon-
sibility (Canca 2022; Floridi, Josh and Thomas et al. 2021). If these competencies are not developed by leaders, then structure paves
the way for moral failure in the organization.

5.3 RAILM and Established Leadership Theories

RAILM does not replace existing theories of ethical leadership but builds upon them to apply them to the context of Al It is
a focus on increased moral responsibility, which is rooted in the fiduciary perspective on the welfare of the stakeholders that is
inherent in servant leadership (van Dierendonck 2011). It is related to the structural aspect of transformational leadership (Bass and
Riggio 2006), which is about institutional design. It builds on the relational transparency aspect of authentic leadership (Walumbwa
et al. 2008) by emphasizing transparency and explainability. It also shares an underlying premise with the moral person conception
of ethical leadership (Trevifio, Hartman, and Brown 2000) in that it emphasizes the internalization of values in a proactive manner.

6. Discussion
6.1 Implications for Research

The review highlights a number of key research avenues for future studies. First, the literature is far more conceptual and
theoretical than empirical, and a lot of empirical research, quantitative and qualitative, is needed to test the propositions that have
been outlined here. Longitudinal research that tracks the development of organizations’ Al governance strategies in response to
ethical missteps, regulatory requirements, and stakeholder participation would be especially valuable to the field. Second, although
there are a number of studies that discuss the ethics of Al in North American or Western European situations, there is a significant
lack of research on Al ethical leadership in the Global South where Al is being rapidly utilized and regulatory frameworks are often
still in their infancy (Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019). The propositions of RAILM could have significant meaning in different
cultural contexts, with implications for their translation. Third, the gender and intersectional aspects of ethical leadership in Al
require far more continued study. The majority of the research reviewed in this paper approaches the study of organizational leaders
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as a general category, and future studies could investigate how gender, race, class, and other social roles impact leaders’ responses
to issues of Al ethics (Criado-Perez 2019; D’Ignazio and Klein 2020). Fourthly, there is a need for the development of measure-
ments. RAILM’s competency framework calls for validated tools that can measure ethical leadership in relation to and within Al in
workplaces. Scale development research, based on the tradition in measuring ethical leadership that has been developed over the
years (Brown, Trevifio and Harrison 2005), would be a valuable contribution.

6.2 Implications for Practice

There are several implications for organizational leadership and governance professionals that can be drawn from RAILM.
Most fundamentally, it transforms Al governance from a technical compliance role to an ethical leadership role. If leaders are able
to adopt this mindset, they will make decisions about the use of Al with the same moral rigor that they show when making other
decisions that have a high moral component. In practice, this entails: doing proactive ethical impact assessments before introducing
Al systems in sensitive environments; establishing cross-functional Al ethics review processes with real power to stop or alter
deployments; implementing Al literacy development programs for senior executives and board members; creating safe channels for
employees to voice concerns about Al ethics without incurring professional risks; and publishing clear reports of Al governance
practices to external stakeholders (Canca 2022; Floridi et al. 2021). To boards of directors, RAILM recommends that Al governance,
like financial and legal compliance, be a permanent agenda item and have dedicated oversight mechanisms. Leading organizations
are introducing special positions like Chief Al Ethics Officer and Responsible Al team, providing a framework for others to adapt
(Raji Elizabeth and Aaron et al. 2022).

6.3 Implications for Policy

This review has policy implications for those tasked with creating frameworks for the governance of Al by the legislature and
regulators. Current Al regulations, such as the EU Al Act suggested by the European Commission (2021) and the US National Al
Initiative Act, are mainly technical and organizational in nature, covering the methods and processes of Al development. The lead-
ership aspect is only peripherally addressed. It recommends that laws and regulations explicitly mandate executive accountability
in Al governance, including: disclosure of executive decisions around Al deployment; requirement for board-level oversight of
high-risk Al applications; liability provisions for executives who fail to discharge their duty of care properly in relation to Al gov-
ernance. This would result in institutionalized incentives towards building ethical leadership competencies and taking proactive
governance action in the field of Al

6.4 Limitations

There are some limitations to this review which should be noted. Although we conducted thorough searches using the PRISMA
guidelines, the search might have missed some relevant publications in non-English languages or some publications in journals not
indexed in the databases we searched. Although it is correct that there are only scholarly articles in peer-reviewed journals, practi-
tioner literature and policy documents could have relevant insights into the practice of ethical leadership in Al. Further, the inter-
disciplinary nature of the topic involved synthesizing different programs of research with ontological commitments and methodo-
logical approaches. It is necessary to simplify and generalize complex and contested debates in the theoretical framework that we
propose, RAILM. Future researchers are invited to test its propositions empirically and to elaborate its theory.

7. Conclusion

This systematic literature review has identified 87 peer-reviewed publications and analyzed the current research landscape
around the issue of ethical leadership and artificial intelligence. We identified five overarching thematic clusters that we believe are
key and have included in the Responsible Al Leadership Model: moral agency and distributed responsibility, algorithmic bias,
transparency and trust, data governance and privacy, and Al ethical leadership competencies. At the core of RAILM is the hope that
ethical leadership in the Al era demands much more than was ever expected of leaders before. As Al systems become impactful
organizational actors, human leaders still have the same ethical duties as before, and they are only becoming greater. When leaders
deploy Al systems, they enter into a morally significant responsibility for the values of those systems and the harm they inflict. This
broader understanding of ethical leadership is not just a theoretical construct, but it also reflects the growing demands of regulators,
employees, customers, and civil society organizations for organizational leadership to ensure the ethical use of Al systems. Those
who are best suited to lead this charge will be those who possess not only a missionary spirit of ethical concern, but also have the
institution design skills to turn their moral concern into organizational structures and processes in which they systematically guard
against harms arising from Al. With each new advancement in Al capabilities, the importance of ethical Al leadership only inten-
sifies, moving towards greater autonomy, widespread deployment, and integration into organizational life. This review is a welcome
addition to a discussion that is coming to a head in the twenty-first century as a defining issue of management scholarship and
practice.
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