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Abstract

Responsible Al (RAI) encompasses the science and practice
of ensuring that Al design, development, and use are socially
sustainable—maximizing the benefits of technology while
mitigating its risks. Industry practitioners play a crucial role
in achieving the objectives of RAI, yet there is a persistent a
shortage of consolidated educational resources and effective
methods for teaching RAI to practitioners.

In this paper, we present a stakeholder-first educational ap-
proach using interactive case studies to foster organiza-
tional and practitioner-level engagement and enhance learn-
ing about RAIL. We detail our partnership with Meta, a global
technology company, to co-develop and deliver RAI work-
shops to a diverse company audience. Assessment results
show that participants found the workshops engaging and re-
ported an improved understanding of RAI principles, along
with increased motivation to apply them in their work.

Introduction

Responsible Al (RAI) encompasses the science and prac-
tice of ensuring that Al design, development, and use are
socially sustainable—maximizing the benefits of this tech-
nology while mitigating its risks. Widespread recognition of
the importance of RAI has led to recent legislative and regu-
latory decisions, and high-level directives. Notable examples
include the recent U.S. Executive Order on Safe, Secure, and
Trustworthy Artificial Intelligence (EO 14110) (Biden Jr.
2023), which commits to “addressing safe, responsible, and
non-discriminatory uses of AL’ and the European Union’s
adoption of the Artificial Intelligence Act (Union 2023).

Stakeholders, including technical developers, designers,
end-users, others impacted by Al, and society at large, have
distinct priorities. For this reason, deep engagement with the
tensions between differing stakeholder perspectives is nec-
essary to build and deploy Al systems responsibly. Industry
practitioners play a decisive role in our collective ability to
achieve the goals of RAI, making it essential for them to
collaborate with academic institutions to integrate RAI ad-
vances into applications and services. We describe such a
collaboration in this paper.

We are members of the Center for Responsible Al at New
York University (NYU R/AI), an academic institution ded-
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icated to advancing RAI principles through research, edu-
cation, and collaboration. We partnered with Meta, a global
technology company, which had initiated internal advocacy
efforts to promote RAI and recognized the importance of
leadership-level support to embed these principles into its
organizational culture. With input from Meta staff, we devel-
oped RAI training materials. We then offered workshops to
equip legal, managerial, and technical professionals within
the company with the knowledge and skills needed to inte-
grate RAI principles into the design, development, and de-
ployment of Al systems.

The driving questions behind our work are: “How can
we engage organizational partners to better integrate RAI
as a core component of their institutional goals?”” and “What
strategies facilitate diverse practitioners—across design, le-
gal, and technical teams—to learn about and incorporate
RAI principles in their daily work?” To answer these ques-
tions, we followed a stakeholder-first approach to train-
ing (Dominguez and Stoyanovich 2023), using inferactive
case studies to achieve organizational and practitioner-level
engagement, promote inter-role collaboration, encourage a
multi-perspective approach, and advance RAI learning in a
practical environment. By grounding learning in practical,
real-world scenarios, this approach not only deepens under-
standing of RAI principles but also fosters inter-role collab-
oration, making it more likely that these principles are em-
bedded into organizational processes and decision-making.

This collaboration posed several challenges, including
lack of access to information about the company’s propri-
etary algorithms and systems during case study develop-
ment. Additionally, organizational changes at Meta during
the collaboration led to team restructuring, complicating ef-
forts to achieve collective buy-in. Nonetheless, our qualita-
tive and quantitative analysis of the workshops indicate that
participants— many with limited prior knowledge—found
the training engaging and reported a positive shift in their
understanding and motivation to apply RAI concepts to their
work. The use of case studies relevant to participants’ day-
to-day activities was particularly well-received.

Related Work

The concept of the stakeholder—‘‘any group or individual
who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the or-
ganization’s objectives” (Freeman 2010) —has long been a



focus in organizational research and is increasingly relevant
in Al contexts. Scholars have noted the importance of incor-
porating multi-stakeholder perspectives, including decision-
makers, companies, shareholders, government and regula-
tory bodies, technologists, end-users, and society at large,
at all stages of algorithmic system development (Gilingor
2020; Lima and Cha 2020; Nabavi and Browne 2023). In
examining stakeholder influence within the AI lifecycle,
Miller (2022) extends the standard classification of Mitchell,
Agle, and Wood (1997)—power, legitimacy, and urgency
by adding harm as another attribute, enabling the identifi-
cation of additional groups potentially affected during the
development and operating stages of an Al project.

Additionally, research has looked at integrating multiple
stakeholders into the technical aspects of design and de-
ployment processes, particularly targeting Al system de-
signers, engineers, and researchers. For example, Bell, Nov,
and Stoyanovich (2023) argue that technologists, equipped
with both expertise and organizational influence, are well-
positioned to drive meaningful change. They propose a four-
tier hierarchy to guide the design and deployment of trans-
parent automated decision systems. Within this framework,
practitioners consider diverse stakeholders—such as af-
fected individuals, policymakers, and other technologists—
and use these insights to formulate appropriate goals, pur-
poses, and methods. Further, Abdollahpouri and Burke
(2019),Abdollahpouri et al. (2020), and Bell et al. (2023)
demonstrate that fair machine learning models can be ef-
fectively developed through a stakeholder-driven approach,
which integrates the priorities of practitioners with the needs
of affected individuals, policymakers, and other technolo-
gists, all while maintaining minimal trade-offs in accuracy.

While we recognize the importance of individual stake-
holders, we also emphasize the role of organizational rep-
resentatives in advancing Al. These representative can drive
adoption of RAI by elevating responsibility within the or-
ganization and signaling its importance to both internal and
external stakeholders.

Our process includes two essential levels of engagement
to advance practitioners’ understanding of RAI principles.
The first involves engaging with organizational partners and
higher-level managerial representatives, leveraging their ac-
tive participation and institutional buy-in to shape the prac-
titioner experience, which centers on instructive RAI case
studies (Freeman et al. 2017; Shah and Guild 2022). The
second focuses on engagement with practitioners respon-
sible for technical and non-technical deliverables. This ap-
proach involves direct instruction in RAI principles and
aligns with educational policy literature, which reports di-
rect learning interventions as essential for sustainable insti-
tutional change (Goldsmith and Burton 2017; Henry et al.
2013). We integrate pedagogical best practices by design-
ing active learning experiences that enable practitioners to
learn by doing and construct knowledge based on their roles,
perspectives, and interests, fostering bottom-up engagement
around integrating RAI principles (Lewis and Stoyanovich
2022; Sawyer 2022; Wenger 1998). Our primary method for
fostering active learning among practitioners is the imple-
mentation of thoughtfully crafted case studies.
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Daphne and Jerome are New Yorkers in their 30s, both looking for a place
to rent. Daphne uses Zillow and StreetEasy to find an apartment. After
signing the lease, she notices that Google continues to frequently show her
housing ads. Daphne desperately attempts to alter her ad preferences to
manually disable such ads. Her friend Jerome has a similarly frustrating
experience: all rental options presented to him are for low-quality
inexpensive housing, and most are in majority Black and Latino
neighborhoods. This strikes Jerome as
both intentionally discriminatory and
simply unreasonable, since he has

much more flexibility regarding the =
rental price and the neighborhood than
Google seems to suggest.

HUD is reviewing Twitter’s and Googles ad practices as
crimination probe

part of housi

C " . . Google’s ad delivery team
oG:(;gel:dv:r:I :;;pa:-?:lz':g ::;s:tlsers target housing ads based faces a lawsuit for
e — exacerbating housing

discrimination, due to

accounts similar to
Jerome’s. Kyle, an engineering manager on the team, publicly confirms
that they collect and analyze data about how users interact with housing
ads, to evaluate and optimize system performance. Their goal is xto make
sure that users stay engaged and that campaign targets set by the
advertisers are met. Kyle explains that advertisers are responsible for ad
content and delivery strategy.

Sources: WP: HUD v FB; CNN: Google Ad Policy Change

Figure 1: Housing ads case study: negative sentiment hand-
out. Yellow highlights emphasize stakeholders, and red
highlights emphasize the negative sentiment. Highlights
were not part of the handout used during the workshops. See
Appendix in the extended version of the paper for a com-
plete set of handouts (Stoyanovich et al. 2024).

Engaging the Organizational Partner

We are a team of academic researchers and educators from
NYU R/AT', a U.S.-based academic center, referred to here
as the academic partner. We conducted this work in close
collaboration with Meta, a major tech corporation, referred
to as the organizational partner. Like many other technol-
ogy companies today, Meta has a RAI team that imple-
ments and disseminates RAI practices within the organiza-
tion. This team initiated our collaboration to develop and
iteratively refine training materials on RAI for the organiza-
tion’s staff and to offer workshops using these materials. Our
collaboration began in Fall 2021 (when the company still op-
erated as Facebook) and concluded in Spring 2023. During
this time, the organizational partner underwent structural
changes, which led to several shifts in the project’s “owner-
ship” within the company.

In Fall 2021, we collaboratively designed a pilot work-
shop titled “Demystifying Responsible AL’ offered over
four 60-minute sessions in Winter 2022. While several pilot
participants were part of the company’s RAI team or worked
closely with it, they did not represent the majority. The pilot
workshop covered four main themes: (1) What is respon-
sible AI? (2) Transparency and interpretability; (3) Algo-
rithmic fairness; and (4) A lifecycle view of responsible Al
Each session followed a consistent structure, starting with a
brief, discussion-based warm-up activity, followed by a two-

"https://r-ai.co



part presentation from the lead instructor. Between the pre-
sentation segments, there was a 10-minute discussion, with
an additional discussion at the end of the session. Instruc-
tional materials included a rich set of examples and fea-
tured several case studies, albeit briefly presented. Partici-
pants also received optional reading, consisting of general-
audience and scientific articles on RAIL

We collected informal feedback from pilot workshop par-
ticipants to inform the next round of iterative development.
Overall, the feedback was positive, while listing areas for
improvement. First, several participants noted that they en-
joyed the examples and case studies presented during each
session. They suggested—including agreement from the or-
ganizational partners—that additional case studies should be
incorporated into future iterations. Further, participants em-
phasized the importance of aligning case studies with their
day-to-day professional activities. Second, several partici-
pants found discussions and Q&A to be the most engaging
aspect of the workshop. They suggested making the work-
shop more interactive by reducing instructor-led presenta-
tion time and extending group discussion time. Third, al-
though about 20 participants joined the first session, there
was substantial attrition by the fourth session, possibly due
to work-related demands that may have reduced partici-
pants’ availability to attend all workshop sessions. To ad-
dress this and reduce the human resources cost on the com-
pany, the organizational partner suggested condensing the
workshop into fewer sessions.

We incorporated these suggestions and immediately com-
menced the difficult work of identifying and developing case
studies for the next iteration of the workshop, as detailed in
next section. We also redesigned the workshop’s structure in
line with suggestions from the organizational partner and
pilot workshop participants. The second iteration, offered in
early Spring 2023, was titled “What is Responsible AI and
how does it apply to your work at Meta?” to emphasize the
connection between the content and participants’ day-to-day
activities. We will describe the structure and content of the
workshop under Workshop Implementation.

Case Studies for Teaching RAI

Creating and deploying effective case studies is pivotal in the
pedagogical pursuit of raising RAI awareness and knowl-
edge among practitioners. Case studies offer a pragmatic and
investigative approach to understanding the complexities,
challenges, and ethical dimensions of Al architecting, build-
ing, and implementation (Turner and Danks 2014). More
generally, Kreber (2001) argues that case studies provide es-
sential experiential learning opportunities, prompting reflec-
tion, reconceptualization, and applied use of learned materi-
als when implemented effectively. The literature on teach-
ing Al and Al ethics (Hishiyama and Shao 2022; Khan et al.
2022; Laine, Minkkinen, and Mintymiki 2024) highlights
that case studies help learners ground ethical principles in
realistic scenarios and reveal tensions.

We follow this approach and use high-quality case stud-
ies based on current Al systems, platforms, and scenar-
ios to prompt practitioners to identify stakeholder bene-
fits and harms, evaluate trade-offs, and reconcile tensions.
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Case studies are also effective at fostering organizational
improvement. Exploring real-world scenarios provides prac-
titioners with a sandbox to refine processes, policies, and
overlooked ethical issues, including competing interests and
complex trade-offs (Garrett, Beard, and Fiesler 2020; Kazim
and Koshiyama 2021; Dominguez and Stoyanovich 2023).
This section explores our most relevant findings on design-
ing case studies for teaching RAI and presents the case stud-
ies developed for the 2023 workshops.

Case study selection. Creating a case study that resonates
with the audience begins with carefully considering the in-
dividuals who will be studying it. Practitioners come from
diverse backgrounds with varying skills and professional
goals, so understanding their knowledge and objectives is vi-
tal to ensuring the case study meets their educational needs.
Alongside focusing on the audience, we prioritized choos-
ing cases rich in detail and complexity. These cases present
a range of challenges and ethical issues related to Al, fos-
tering immersive learning and providing practitioners with a
broad view of its landscape. We also emphasized the value
of cases with diverse stakeholders, whose differing perspec-
tives can reveal conflicting interests and tensions.

Finally, the organizational partner encouraged us to
choose cases that were directly relevant to their organiza-
tion and participants’ day-to-day activities. Satisfying this
requirement proved difficult, as we lacked access to inter-
nal information about Meta’s products and services. Ad-
ditionally, we aimed to develop case studies that could be
shared publicly to support broader RAI training efforts. For
these reasons, we selected case studies with sufficient pub-
licly available information that were also broadly relevant
to Meta’s application domain and industry but that do not
center around any of their strategic products or services.

Having selected the case studies, we proceeded to docu-
ment each one comprehensively.

Case study documentation. We comprehensively docu-
mented each case study using the following format.

Overview: A succinct, informative introduction of the Al
system, setting the stage for subsequent exploration, offering
context, and framing key aspects to be examined.

Background and context of use: Insights into the broader
background and context of the Al system, including its im-
plementation timeline and challenges, to help practitioners
grasp its real-world significance.

Technical details: A deep dive into the system’s inner
workings, such as its architecture, data sources, goals, per-
formance metrics, validation, and improvement history.

Legal and ethical considerations: ldentification of legal,
ethical, and other RAl-related concerns and ascertaining
whether and how they have been addressed.

Stakeholder analysis: A critical dimension of the case
study involves identifying and comprehensively analyzing
diverse stakeholders associated with the Al system. This in-
cludes surfacing stakeholder perspectives and goals, exam-
ining their level of participation in the design, development,
evaluation, and oversight of the system (if any), and assess-
ing the benefits and harms for each stakeholder.



Transparency and explainability: A closer investigation
of these two specific RAI principles, focusing on their rele-
vance to the goals and perspectives of different stakeholders.

Stakeholder matrices. Next, we adopted a structured as-
sessment approach to create comprehensive matrices that
systematically outlined the benefits, harms (and their pos-
sible origins), tensions, and strategies for tension mitigation
or resolution between stakeholders. We filled out these ma-
trices for each case study and used them to guide the design
of interactive workshop activities with facilitators, using tai-
lored questions to prompt and structure discussions in break-
out groups. In these matrices and all other training materials,
we intentionally avoided formal definitions of RAI concepts
like fairness, agency, and safety. This approach shifted the
focus from terminology to encouraging participants to inter-
pret these concepts within specific case studies.

To encourage discourse, we adopted an interactive learn-
ing model centered on matrix structures as frameworks for
workshop participants (see Figure 2 in the extended version
of the paper (Stoyanovich et al. 2024)). These matrices fea-
tured placeholders for learners to complete, with facilitators
guiding discussions using handouts. By providing the matrix
structures without pre-filled content, we empowered practi-
tioners to become co-creators, filling in the matrices with in-
sights, ethical considerations, and real-world examples from
the case studies. This hands-on approach ensured practition-
ers were active participants in developing their understand-
ing of RAI, rather than passive recipients of information.
By placing learners at the center of knowledge construction,
this approach transcended traditional teaching methods, em-
powered them to actively shape their understanding of Al
ethics and responsible decision-making through experiential
and interactive learning.

Handouts. Next, based on case study documentation and
matrices, we crafted practitioner-friendly handouts for the
workshop. These handouts distilled the key elements of each
case study into a clear, concise, and jargon-free format, pro-
viding participants with a structured guide to navigate the
complexities of the cases. Practical case studies were pre-
sented as short stories, including excerpts from newspapers
or magazines. To encourage active engagement and criti-
cal thinking, the handouts included discussion prompts and
provocative or controversial statements.

To enhance the training approach, we created two versions
of each handout: one presenting the technical system in a
positive light and the other in a negative light, particularly in
terms of its repercussions for affected individuals (see Fig-
ure 1 for an example). This strategy fostered critical thinking
and promoted a comprehensive understanding of RAIL

Workshop Implementation

Learning outcomes The learning outcomes of the work-
shop are grouped into three categories: (1) RAI concepts,
(2) stakeholders, benefits, and risks, and (3) risk mitiga-
tion strategies. Upon completion, learners should be able to:
Identify and define basic RAI concepts; Recognize RAI con-
cepts relevant to a specific system, product, or service (“‘sys-
tem” for short); Explain RAI concepts related to a specific
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system to their team members; Identify key stakeholders of
a specific system; Identify the benefits and risks of harm as-
sociated with a system for each stakeholder, and relate these
to RAI concepts; Identify tensions between the benefits and
risks of a system across stakeholders and apply techniques
to reconcile these tensions; Explain stakeholders, benefits,
risks, and tensions to members of their team; Analyze how
specific harms may arise in relation to a system and how its
data, technical properties, and context of use may increase
these risks; Propose and describe mitigation strategies to
address specific risks of a system; and Describe potential
harms and mitigation strategies to their team.

Workshop schedule. The workshop was iteratively de-
signed based on suggestions from pilot participants and
conducted in two 120-minute sessions to minimize partic-
ipant attrition. To enhance interactivity, participants spent
50% of the time (60 minutes per session) actively work-
ing through the case studies in small moderated groups. The
workshop was offered twice in quick succession to accom-
modate all interested participants while keeping group sizes
small enough to ensure active engagement. Session 1 was
structured as a sequence of six activities:

e Introduction and welcome (10 min);
Lecture (20 min);

Moderated case study discussion in break-outs (30 min);

Report-back to the full group (5 min);

Moderated case study discussion in break-outs (30 min);

Closing reflections (10 min).

Participants in different break-out rooms worked through
different versions (positive/negative) of the same case study.
Discussion during the first 30-minute activity revolved
around stakeholder identification, goals and priorities, and
benefits and harms to a selected set of stakeholders. The
second activity continued with the same case study and fo-
cused on using RAI concepts to identify and reconcile ten-
sions. Session 2 followed a similar structure. During Ses-
sions 1 and 2, we presented concrete examples to illustrate
RAI concepts, providing essential context. This initial ex-
posure enabled all participants, including those with limited
prior experience in RAI, to meaningfully engage with these
topics in group discussions. The first case study was pre-
defined and examined reasons for harm and potential socio-
technical mitigation strategies. The second case study was
open-ended, inviting participants to compose and describe
their own scenarios, identify stakeholders, and analyze and
reconcile the benefits and harms for different stakeholders.

Selected case studies. We selected two case studies for the
workshops. We used the housing ads delivery case study to
support Session 1 activities, see Figure 2 in the extended ver-
sion of the paper for a snapshot.? Participants explored the
benefits of personalized ad delivery for vendors, advertis-
ers, advertising platforms, and customers. They juxtaposed
these benefits against the harms of bias and discrimination

2Additional details about the case studies are available in the
full version of the paper (Stoyanovich et al. 2024).



against historically disadvantaged groups, as well as the loss
of agency and control experienced by individuals targeted
by the ads.

We used the toxic content moderation case study dur-
ing Session 2. Participants considered automated modera-
tion systems that flag and remove comments identified as
toxic using supervised machine learning methods. These
systems may be prone to bias, including pre-existing bias
(e.g., if training data contains a disproportionate number of
toxic comments from a specific demographic group, lead-
ing the system to flag comments from this group more fre-
quently) and technical bias (e.g., if the system prioritizes
certain types of comments during training or is tuned to
favor specific performance metrics). Participants discussed
how toxic comment moderation can help users reclaim their
virtual space after being victims of online bullying. They
also discussed scenarios where social media platforms fail
to flag toxic comments deemed ‘“not harmful enough” by
their guidelines, or erroneously flag and remove valid posts
and supportive comments.

The dual (positive vs. negative sentiment) prompts for
both case studies stimulated participants to think critically
about the presented situations, boosting deeper discussion
by adopting disparate perspectives.

Practitioners as case study creators and assessors. At
the end of the educational process, practitioners become cre-
ators and assessors of case studies informed by their per-
sonal and professional experience. This activity involved de-
signing real-world Al scenarios, describing systems with
controversial effects on diverse stakeholders, creating as-
sessment matrices, identifying benefits, harms, tensions, and
mitigation strategies, and conducting peer reviews. This
method empowered practitioners to apply RAI principles in
practice and simulate the assessment of real-world case stud-
ies they may design, develop, or deploy in their daily work.

Analysis of Engagement and Learning

Successes and challenges. Workshop participants stayed
interested and engaged throughout the sessions, which we
attribute to the relevance of the case studies and the am-
ple opportunities to actively engage with the material. The
quality of the interactions was remarkable, with partici-
pants contributing diverse perspectives from different stake-
holder viewpoints and proposing effective strategies to mit-
igate potential tensions. This engagement was most evi-
dent when participants created thorough case studies from
scratch, demonstrating both active participation and satisfac-
tory level of understanding. However, attrition was a notable
challenge, with just over 50% of participants from the first
session returning for the second.

In the remainder of this section, we analyze engagement
and learning based on workshop observation and pre-/post-
survey results. We note that the cohorts across the two
workshop offerings represent a range of technical and non-
technical roles (see Table 1).
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Measuring engagement

Participants reported feeling “curious,” “excited,” and
“hopeful” about workshop content. They cited rationales for
participating such as having a limited background on Al and
RAI topics, recognizing the positive and negative transfor-
mative potentials of Al, and wanting to examine case studies
and strategies for deploying Al responsibly. These adjectives
align with the majority of participants (71%) lacking specific
expectations for the workshop, indicating they were recep-
tive to learning more without preconceived agendas. Over
44% of participants had never previously worked with RAI
concepts, while the 29% who had familiarity were primarily
interested in gaining a general understanding about RAL

We compare our sample with responses from the
2019 Mozilla Foundation survey on public perception of
Al (Foundation 2019). Among the 67,000 respondents in
that survey, the most common adjectives describing Al were
curious (30%), hopeful (27%), and concerned (32%). In con-
trast, responses from our workshop participants were more
positive and less concerned. This difference is likely because
our sample consists of technology company employees, who
may be inclined to view Al in a more positive light.

Among the participants across the two workshops, 29
(76%) viewed RAI as important and 5 (13%) viewed it as
somewhat important to their day-to-day work. Among the
remaining participants, 2 (5%) were unsure about the con-
nection of RAI to their work, and the remaining 2 (5%) re-
sponded that RAI is not important to their work.

On average, 61% of participants believed Al would def-
initely improve their lives, 37% thought it might, and only
one participant felt Al would not improve their life. Notably,
there was a 16% gap between the perceived work-related
relevance of RAI and the belief that AT would improve life.
For context, the 2019 Mozilla Foundation survey found 24%
of respondents believed Al would improve society, 10%
thought it would worsen society, and 41% held a nuanced
view, acknowledging both positive and negative impacts.
This difference likely reflects the Al-optimistic outlook of
our sample, composed of technology company practitioners,
compared to the general public surveyed by Mozilla.

A key aspect of the workshop was engagement with the
provided case studies. In the post-workshop survey, respon-
dents (n 16) reported that the most important stake-
holders to consider are current or potential users and so-
ciety at large, indicating that participants were examin-
ing RAI beyond their immediate work-specific contexts.
Most respondents (77%) reported being engaged by the
participant-to-participant interaction provided through small
case study discussion groups and hands-on activities. Ad-
ditionally, 100% of respondents agreed that the case study
format was an effective for understanding RAI concepts.

Measuring learning about RAI

The case studies formed the core of workshop interaction.
We used Jamboard, a free visual brainstorming tool by
Google, to facilitate simultaneous group activities.

Session 1. Figure 2 in the extended version of the pa-
per (Stoyanovich et al. 2024) gives an example Jamboard,



role number of participants
content / media specialist 3
designer 10
engineer / research scientist 12
legal / policy adviser 4
project manager 9
total 38

Table 1: Workshop participant roles.

where one group—similar to others—successfully identi-
fied stakeholders in the housing ads delivery case study who
might be impacted by Al. They also outlined a range of
positive and negative effects of the system on stakeholders.
Across groups, practitioners extensively explored the sys-
tem’s implications for individual users and the broader pub-
lic, addressing issues such as fairness, privacy, and safety.
Survey results show that participants responded positively
to the case study. The generated ideas and discussions
demonstrated that the case study effectively encouraged crit-
ical thinking about RAI complexities, including competing
stakeholder interests and strategic interventions.

Part of Session 1 involved ranking the benefits and harms
as primary and secondary impacts, linking them to RAI
concepts, and recommending mitigation strategies. Interest-
ingly, some groups dedicated time to creating a taxonomy to
distinguish primary vs. secondary concerns. While certain
groups focused primarily on the benefits or harms to spe-
cific stakeholders (e.g., technology vendors or users), others
approached the task by considering societal impact as the
basis for the primary vs. secondary distinctions.

We observed that, across groups, users elicited the most
primary harms, while the platform elicited the most sec-
ondary harms. Participants indicated no difficulty in adopt-
ing the user’s perspective and recognized the platform’s ul-
timate goal as a user-facing system. Participants discussed
how to interpret RAI concepts like privacy, robustness, fair-
ness, inclusion, or accountability with respect to stakehold-
ers, and, further, how to map RAI concepts to benefits and
harms. Mitigation strategies proposed by participants in-
cluded technical, policy, and design interventions, though
they consistently reported feeling they had insufficient time
to explore these actions in depth.

Session 2. This session focused on applying RAI princi-
ples using the foxic comment moderation case study. Par-
ticipants found it realistic and positively challenging, high-
lighting the complexities of addressing RAI concepts. Many
endorsed the use of authentic case studies, with one partici-
pant noting, “the more applied the case studies are, the more
valuable the workshop would be in the future.”

The toxic comment moderation case study was intention-
ally designed to present more complex considerations than
the housing ads delivery case. When focusing on users as
stakeholders, several groups observed that users are not a
monolithic group, making harm mitigation strategies under
RAI principles inherently non-uniform. The case studies il-
lustrated diverse perspectives on technology, offering, as one
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pre-workshop (all, n=38) = pre-workshop (n=16)
50%

post-workshop (n=16)

40%

30%

20%

% of respondents

10%

0%

AL

Figure 2: Self-assessment of RAI knowledge on a 10-point
scale, from 1 (“What is RAI?”) to 10 (“I'm an expert
on RAI”). Pre-workshop responses from all participants
(n = 38) are shown in light blue, pre-workshop responses
from participants who also completed post-workshop sur-
veys (n = 16) are in dark blue, and post-workshop responses
from these participants are in orange.

10

participant noted, “real-life positive and negative examples
of Al (e.g., Amazon’s Al recruiting model biased against
women)” (referencing (Dastin 2018)).

The final interactive activity challenged participants to
create an original case study based on their personal or pro-
fessional experiences. Topics included insurance claim clas-
sification, autonomous vehicles, job advertisement targeting
systems, social media beauty influencers, and virtual reality
characters. Participants demonstrated increased use of RAI
concepts and terminology compared to the start of the work-
shop, as reflected in dialogue and content analysis. They also
identified and discussed tensions more quickly than during
the initial breakout session.

Assessment of implementation. We conducted pre- and
post-workshop self-assessments of RAI knowledge, sum-
marized in Figure 2. Among the participants, 38 completed
the pre-workshop survey, and 16 completed both pre- and
post-workshop surveys. Participants reported a significant
increase in their understanding of RAI concepts and tech-
niques after the workshop, with a weighted average score of
4.88 (all participants, n = 38) or 4.84 (participants who sub-
mitted both surveys, n = 16) before the workshop, rising to
6.94 post-workshop. All participants indicated at least some
improvement in their RAI knowledge, with 77% reporting
substantial to very substantial improvement and 100% ex-
pressing motivation to apply workshop content to their work.
Participants appreciated the workshop’s compact format but
expressed interest in continuing their study of RAIL

Conclusion

In this paper, we shared our experience teaching Responsible
Al (RAIJ) to industry practitioners at Meta. Assessment re-
sults show that participants, many with limited prior knowl-
edge, found the workshops engaging and reported improved
understanding of RAI, along with increased motivation to



apply it in their work. The use of case studies tailored to
participants’ work activities was especially well-received.
Below, we outline best practices for creating effective case
studies to teach RAI to practitioners.

Case study selection. Start by considering your prac-
titioner audience’s background, knowledge, interests, and
goals. Tailor case studies to align with their specific needs
and objectives, focusing on scenarios closely tied to their
daily activities or organizational context. Choose case stud-
ies with depth and complexity, incorporating diverse chal-
lenges and ethical dimensions to foster a comprehensive
exploration of RAI. Prioritize scenarios involving multiple
stakeholders with differing perspectives, as these tensions
encourage learners to engage with the complexities of real-
world Al decision-making. For breakout activities, create
heterogeneous groups by mixing participants with varied
backgrounds, roles, and perspectives on Al and RAIL

Case study materials. Create matrices that systematically
outline benefits, harms, tensions, and strategies for resolving
or mitigating tensions across stakeholders. These matrices
serve as interactive tools to deepen participants’ understand-
ing and promote the adoption of RAI practices. Addition-
ally, develop multiple versions of handouts—for example,
one with a positive and another with a negative portrayal of
the AI system’s impact. This approach encourages nuanced
exploration of framing effects, fosters diverse perspectives
in discussions, and prompts participants to critically reflect
on their own viewpoints.

Practitioners as case study creators. Conclude the learn-
ing journey by empowering practitioners to create case stud-
ies from scratch. This step fosters critical thinking, practical
application, and a deeper understanding of RAI principles.
It also builds participants’ confidence, enabling them to ap-
ply the process to real-world Al systems, effectively com-
municate RAI concepts, navigate tensions, and lead future
educational activities.

Limitations and future directions. This study is an expe-
rience report based on workshops conducted for practition-
ers at a single—albeit highly significant—industry partner.
Although the audience was limited, the high level of en-
gagement, direct feedback, and participants’ demonstrated
understanding of RAI concepts through discussions validate
the effectiveness of using case studies to deepen compre-
hension of complex topics. A key area for future exploration
is the longitudinal impact of case studies. For instance, it
would be valuable to examine how practitioners continue to
engage with RAI concepts—both implicitly and explicitly—
months after the workshop. Another important avenue for
study is the capacity to mitigate RAI threats, which sev-
eral participants identified as a natural progression from the
workshop content.
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