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Executive 
Summary

Veritas Document 3B FEAT Ethics and Accountability Principles Assessment Methodology

With the increased use of Artificial 
Intelligence and Data Analytics (AIDA) 
systems in the financial sector, the 
expectations for accountability and 
ethical behaviour from regulators, peers, 
consumers, and society as a whole 
have also increased. The material in 
this methodology document, and the 
accompanying workbook Operationalising 
Ethics and Accountability: Workbook (refer 
to appendix in this document), can help 
to ensure consistent and context sensitive 
ethical decision making throughout 
organisations. 

While it is typical for businesses to have a set 
of core values in place, and in some cases AI 
principles, there has been little progress in 
applying these values to decision making. 
However, Financial Services Institutions 
(FSIs) have a universally strong foundation 
of governance in place to manage material 
and systemic risk and are therefore better 
positioned to apply values and principles 
to decision making than companies in 
other sectors. This foundation can be 
leveraged with the framework contained in 
this document to govern ethical decision 
making and generate both internal and 
external accountability.

The Operationalising Ethics and 
Accountability framework provides 
a taxonomy of terms to organise the 
various concepts that are important to 
ethical decision making and to move the 
organisation from abstract notions to 
concrete and measurable commitments 

to action. These terms include the values 
and principles that organisations are most 
familiar with as well as normative concepts, 
commitments, and specifications (aka 
metrics) that enable organisations to be 
held accountable.

With this framework and the accompanying 
workbook, FSIs will be able to engage 
in measurable ethical practices that are 
consistent with organisational concepts 
of ethics and accountability. The intended 
audience could include a wide set of 
stakeholders, depending on the work 
being undertaken. If the organisation’s core 
values need to be refreshed, then the office 
of the CEO will be involved; if it is used to 
specify the local context for fairness, then 
data scientists, business process owners, 
and/or AI management might need to 
be involved. The nature of the work and 
how it fits in existing risk frameworks and 
governance processes are all determinants 
for the intended audience and these will 
likely vary among FSIs.
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 Introduction01

1.1    Purpose and Intended Audience of the Document
This paper is intended to be used by Financial Services Institutions (FSIs) in conjunction with 
the Operationalising Ethics and Accountability: Workbook. These documents join a portfolio 
of documents published by the Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS) Veritas program and 
are intended for use by FSIs as they address the principles of ethics and accountability laid out 
in Principles to Promote Fairness, Ethics, Accountability and Transparency (FEAT) in the Use of 
Artificial Intelligence and Data Analytics (AIDA) in Singapore’s Financial Sector, also published by 
MAS in 2018 (“Principles”).1

This paper and the accompanying Workbook should be the first tasks a FSI undertakes when 
following the MAS FEAT guidelines. The aim of the workbook is to draw opinions from a broad base 
of organisational stakeholders to enable localised ethical decision-making at scale. The best way to 
achieve local insight is to include groups and individuals who understand local culture and customs 
to design context-appropriate responses. Stakeholders include system developers, system owners, 
system assessors, and model risk committee members among others.

These documents serve as a guide for walking FSIs through the steps to achieve FEAT. To aid in 
addressing the question of which steps are appropriate when, there is a checklist of actions in 
Appendix A of the Veritas Document 3 FEAT Principles Assessment Methodology document. The 
specific checklist items for Ethics and Accountability are repeated here:

Step 0 – Principles to Practice 

Are organisational values defined and described?EA1

Are context-relevant core concepts identified and described?EA3

Are organisational, or group-specific, principles for the ethical use of  
AI defined and described?

EA2

EA4 Is the workforce trained on values-based decision making or is there a pilot planned?

Step 1 - Defining System Context and Design 

Is there a statement of relevant values, core concepts, principles, commitments, and 
specifications, along with a written description, for each use case? Part of this should 
include identifying commitment owners and the stakeholders with interest in holding 
the commitment owners accountable.

EA5

Have relative priorities, which may or may not be tied to materiality, been recorded 
for each commitment? 

EA6
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Step 4 – Deploy and Monitor 

Are recourse mechanisms available to data subjects being used? Is there an 
explanation if the use of recourse is too high or too low?

EA7

Are controls in place to revisit and recalibrate the commitments and their 
specifications to ensure they’re properly incentivizing the right decisions and 
accurately measuring progress toward the commitments?

EA8

Figure 1.1 - Ethics and Accountability Checklist Items

• Organisation is used in place of terms such as ‘FSI’, ‘company’, ‘firm’, ‘agency’, ‘bank’, ‘insurer’,  
and similar because it carries a deeper meaning that is inclusive of any group, sub-group, or sub-
sub-group, etc. A single FSI is an organisation, and also contains hundreds more organisations 
that can be both matrixed and hierarchical. The term is used to be more inclusive while 
underscoring the scalable applicability of the concepts.

• Normative is a term commonly used in philosophy. Strictly defined, normative statements make 
claims about how behaviours and customs in a community should or ought to be designed, 
how to value them, which things are good or bad, and which actions are right or wrong.2 More 
colloquially, it is a commonly understood term for moral behaviour in a community that is 
generally accepted and socially enforced by most members of that community. It is used in 
this document in both senses, but it is particularly important to understand that it is used to 
emphasise the highly contextual – and often use case specific – nature of ethical decision making. 

The practice of ethics and accountability in the financial sector incorporates vocabulary and ideas 
from fields including ethics, philosophy, and social science, along with data science and banking. 
Excelling in ethics and accountability is therefore a multidisciplinary endeavour. As such, it may feel 
that many overarching concepts in this document are familiar to FSIs, but that different language is 
being used. 

For example, financial sector professionals are familiar with the concepts of foundational and 
organisational values and having principles enshrined in policies and standards. FSIs implement 
controls to monitor adherence to those standards and measure their effectiveness using Key Control 
Indicators (KCIs), control testing, and other mechanisms. This is a good proxy for the values → core 
concepts → principles → commitments → specifications approach described in this paper, and a 
similarity that enables integration. As a result, this work could be used to enhance and supplement 
existing enterprise risk management frameworks (ERMF), operational risk management frameworks 
(ORMF), conduct risk management, and other risk management practices, and the governance is 
already in place to manage adherence to and consistent practice of risk management standards.

In an effort to standardise on language and ensure congruence of terminology, this Veritas project 
has included a glossary as Appendix B in the Veritas Document 3 FEAT Principles Assessment 
Methodology document. In addition, there are two terms used throughout this document that 
require definition and context:
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For example, it is possible that different groups or functions within an organisation could have 
conflicting norms. The legal team may have a norm of protecting the organisation from legal risk, 
whereas marketing’s norm is to protect the organisation from reputational risk. These different norms 
may yield different commitments and specifications that could conflict with each other – legal might 
see no reason for not talking about a sensitive topic publicly, whereas marketing may prefer not to 
enter public debate. 

This document is one of a suite of documents and case studies published as a deliverable of the 
Monetary Authority of Singapore Veritas Phase 2 project, and it fits alongside published documents 
as highlighted in the diagram below. Its purpose is to help organisations define a foundation for 
ethics that helps FSIs to consistently evaluate and resolve conflicts of ethical norms. While a relative 
scoring method is offered to help resolve conflicts of ethical norms in the workbook, it is not required 
for FSIs to use that particular method. Regulated entities are encouraged to use any scoring method 
that is aligned with their existing practices and will help to make consistent ethical decisions 
across the organisation. The important aspect is being able to compare and rank the values and 
normative content relative to each other in a consistent way across an organisation. Completing the 
accompanying Workbook should happen prior to working on Fairness and Transparency.

Please note that the vertical bar to the left of a paragraph (as shown here for demonstrative 
purposes) indicates a direct reference to, or discussion of, content in the Workbook.

Please refer to section 1.3 of Veritas Document 3 FEAT Principles Assessment Methodology document 
for the list of intended audience of this document. 

Figure 1.2 Ethics and Accountability Principles Assessment Methodology document in the suite of Veritas outcomes

Methodology Use Case

3A

Fairness  
Principles 

Assessment 
Methodology

3C

Transparency 
Principles 

Assessment 
Methodology

3B

Ethics and 
Accountability 

Principles 
Assessment 

Methodology

FEAT Principles Assessment 
Methodology

3

Illustrative Code for FEAT Principles 
Assessment Case Studies

5

FEAT Principles Assessment  
Case Studies

4
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1.2    Background
As the use of AIDA systems has risen in FSIs, so too have expectations for accountability and ethical 
behaviour from regulators, peers, consumers, and society at large. There is growing and widespread 
awareness that the use of AIDA systems may raise ethical challenges involving such things as 
fairness, accountability, and transparency. For this reason, the MAS released a set of principles to 
promote FEAT in the use of AIDA systems by the financial sector.3 The ethics and accountability pillar 
is foundational and enables the fairness and transparency pillars.

The full set of MAS FEAT principles are listed on page 25 of this document (refer to appendix - the 
accompanying workbook Operationalising Ethics and Accountability). Under the pillars of ethics 
and accountability, the following principles are included:

Figure 1.3 – MAS FEAT Principles for Ethics

Ethics

Use of AIDA is aligned with the firm’s ethical standards, values and codes of conduct.5

AIDA driven decisions are held to at least the same ethical standards as human driven [decisions]6

Figure 1.4 – MAS FEAT Principles for Internal Accountability

Internal Accountability

Use of AIDA in AIDA driven decision making is approved by an appropriate internal authority.7

Firms using AIDA proactively raise management and board awareness of their use of AIDA.9

Firms using AIDA are accountable for both internally developed and externally sourced  
AIDA models.8

Figure 1.5 – MAS FEAT Principles for External Accountability

External Accountability

Data subjects are provided with channels to enquire about, submit appeals for and request 
reviews of AIDA driven decisions that affect them.

10

Verified and relevant supplementary data provided by data subjects are taken into account when 
performing a review of AIDA driven decisions.

11
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While there is universal agreement on the importance of ethics, there is often disagreement about 
what is objectively or universally ethical. “Ethics” is an umbrella term for the actions taken to satisfy 
values in accordance with principles and in support of governance. Specific to the framework 
presented in this document, “ethics” is “the work performed to specify and satisfy values, according 
to normative content, through governance.” 

Values differ from person to person, organisation to organisation, government to government, etc. 
Moreover, standards for what is ethical can vary across contexts due to different actors with different 
powers with different obligations. Therefore, even within the bounds of legal compliance, the standard 
for what constitutes an ethical decision will vary significantly depending on the context, as will what 
the work looks like to get to an ethical decision, and to do so consistently across the organisation.

This ambiguity extends to accountability, which is a product of a functioning system of governance. 
When accountability to stakeholders is extended to include ethics, the governance systems in an 
organisation need to engage with and enforce against values, because values are what set the 
standards for ethics within the context of the organisation. Successful accountability will look different 
depending on the values of the organisation, its structure, the kinds of outcomes being governed, 
the relative significance of those, etc. While many organisations find this to be a substantial hurdle, 
FSIs already have robust governance structures and risk management frameworks in place. Ethics 
and accountability are simply a new type/category of risk to add to the portfolio.

Fulfilling the expectations outlined by the FEAT Principles above, requires an organisation to have a 
collective understanding of its own “ethical standards, values, and codes of conduct,” as well as a 
sustainable and demonstrable way to implement them on a day-to-day basis when developing and 
managing AIDA systems. Trying to meet demands for ethics and accountability will bring to bear the 
values and priorities established at the highest level of each organisation and can often have culture 
change ripple effects throughout an organisation – from changes to the way employees are recruited, 
trained, compensated, incentivised, reviewed, and promoted, to how and what organisations 
communicate internally and externally.

The material that follows, and the accompanying workbook, are guides for organisations looking 
to ensure their values are informing their development, policies, and end products, particularly 
around AIDA systems. At the end of the activities in the workbook, an organisation and its 
leaders will be able to establish a through line from their organisation’s core values to specific 
commitments around a particular use case. Furthermore, multiple use cases can be bundled 
together for aggregated monitoring of the specifications (to facilitate accountability reporting). 
For instance, cross sell marketing use cases might all have similar specification metrics and can be 
reported on collectively. The same might be true for retail lending, fraud detection, etc.
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2.1    Foundational and Organisational Values
Organisations have adopted a diverse set of strategies to incorporate ethics and accountability into 
their cultures and processes. The two most common components of these strategies are core values 
(sometimes called a purpose statement) and Responsible AI / data ethics principles. The tools and 
processes outlined in this Ethics and Accountability Framework are rooted in values and assume a set 
of organisational values as a starting point. This is why the Workbook requires an organisation’s core 
values and principles as inputs, in addition to the use case, which provides context.

Values are a set of ideals that describe what an organisation cares about and wants to protect and 
promote. Values might be a single word or phrase (e.g., “customer first”, “enterprising”, “community 
centric”, “Honourable”). An organisation’s core values are ultimately the decision of the highest level 
of the organisation, such as the board of directors and/or CEO, but the process of selecting and 
refining values should be a process that engages all departments. It is important to ensure that the 
organisation’s values are differentiating and actionable, but also broadly applicable enough to be 
relevant to the whole organisation. Similarly, it follows that if actionable metrics cannot be reached, 
the core values should be reviewed.

2.2    Ethics and Accountability Framework
Every organisation needs a clear list of stated values to be able to progress with meaningful ethics and 
accountability work. Without widespread consensus, ownership, and advocacy for a set of values, an 
organisation is subject to the varied and unpredictable nature of individual priorities.

This Framework starts from values and adds increasing levels of clarity and specificity (see Figure 2.1 
below).

It is intended for FSIs to approach this framework with a use case in mind to establish context. It is 
likely that only a subset of the organisational values, concepts, and principles will be relevant to a 
particular use case where the commitments and specifications need to be identified. 

Furthermore, it is expected that an FSI would start with the same set of values and principles for 
each use case and find that each new use case requires the addition of net new commitments, 
specifications, and possibly new principles or core concepts. There should be a centralised, source of 
record way to aggregate a variety of framework outcomes. This not only supports reporting initiatives 
(important for accountability and transparency), but also helps to give the leadership a view into the 
commitments made throughout the organisation.

This section introduces and discusses the Ethics and Accountability Framework (“Framework”), 
which is based on a collaborative body of independent work for operationalising commitments to 
fairness/justice and explainability.3 This framework will be presented in this section but is included 
this early as context and reference for the discussion that follows.
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Figure 2.1 – Ethics and Accountability Framework
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2.3    Normative Content
While there is ambiguity and contextual variation in the values organisations choose to identify with, 
prioritise, and promote, any engagement in ethics is rooted in the foundation that all people should 
be equally respected and valued in social, economic and political systems and processes.5 This is also 
referred to as justice, which is the foundation for fairness. How these concepts are interpreted based 
on local or community standards of behaviours and actions are societal norms.
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There are many ways core values and principles intersect with social structures and systems, and FSIs 
specifically. As a result, there are a diverse set of societal norms, which will have varying relevance 
on FSIs, depending on context. A longer set of examples is available in the accompanying Workbook 
(page 6), but here are a few:

2.4    Prioritizing Concepts and Values
Workbook Section: Describing Values and Core Concepts

Communicating the meaning of values and concepts helps the organisation to consistently promote 
its interests in a scalable way. Ultimately, clarity and consistency around values, concepts, and 
methodology is what makes each actor and the organisation accountable for making ethical decisions.

• Non-discrimination: A system or decision-making process should not be biased 
against certain groups.

• Equality of Access: Everyone should be provided the same/similar access to benefits 
and services.

• Inclusion: People or groups of people should not be marginalised or excluded.

• Reparative Justice: Past wrongful harms should be made up for and addressed so as 
not to create further harms or future disadvantages.

• Decent Outcome: Everyone should have good enough (or minimally decent) social 
and economic outcomes.

This ‘normative content’ informs regulation today – loan approvals is one common example. In this 
way, these normative – or core – concepts can be used to guide the implementation of principles, 
make commitments, and specify metrics for measure. These concepts represent what is at the core of 
the organisational values, and values are the foundation of the normative content that operationalise 
values into actions and outcomes. 

It is possible that an organisation’s values-led commitments conflict with local laws. This is an 
opportunity to reflect on the strategic importance of doing business in that jurisdiction and whether 
the organisation’s values or normative content might need review. The decision to violate an 
organisation’s own ethics should be well-considered.

Often, organisations can look to established principles or ethical commitments as a starting point 
for normative content, but the framework discussed here requires more discrete steps than merely 
having principles or commitments. The FEAT Principles, for instance, are good at establishing 
guardrails, and they leave room for regulated entities to apply them in whatever way best fits their 
unique situation. 

The set of normative concepts used to engage with a specific use case will require participants to 
either select from the justice-oriented core concepts and/or come up with their own. This selection 
process should consider the concepts at the root of the foundational values, the most relevant 
concepts to the industry of the organisation and where it does business, and the concepts most 
relevant to the function and/or context of the use case and the data subjects involved.



Veritas Document 3B FEAT Ethics and Accountability Principles Assessment Methodology 12

2.5    Principles

2.6    Identifying Commitments and  
         Measuring Accountability

Many organisations, including FSIs, have adopted AI or data ethics principles. They demonstrate a 
commitment to addressing ethical challenges posed by AIDA systems and they are critical to guide 
efforts to develop and implement AIDA systems in socially and ethically responsible ways. Principles 
are the norms that describe how to implement values; they act as guardrails for what ought and 
ought-not be done to operationalise the values and normative concepts.

For example, a company with the value of “Know You Personally” may look to develop more 
personalised and relevant product recommendations for their customers.6 They might also have in 
place a principle such as “equality of information: people should have similar access to information 
and be empowered to change information about themselves.” This principle would be highly relevant 
to the development of personalised recommendation AIDA systems and might encourage the 
inclusion of features that allow customers to easily access information about any product or service 
available to them. Such a system might also incorporate transparency around the reasoning behind 
certain recommendations and give customers the ability to review and correct information. In this 
way, principles can provide critical guidance on the implementation of values in specific use cases.

In designing principles (page 34 of this document), organisations are prompted to define a 
set of principles before moving forward in the Ethics and Accountability process. A list of the 
most common themes and principles observed across organisations globally is available in the 
accompanying workbook (page 32).7,8,9 If the organisation has a set of principles available, that 
should be used, and the list of common principles (or others) can be used to supplement any gaps 
that could be relevant to the use case. Participants should also reference the full list of MAS FEAT 
Principles (page 25 of this document) for more inspiration.

Principles are highly context-dependent and having a diversity of principles is normal. FSIs will need 
to satisfy their own principles, those of their customers, suppliers, regulators and other stakeholders.

This is where the rubber hits the road. Values and Core Concepts have guided the definition of 
Principles and now stakeholders are asked to name each of the Principles and make specific 
Commitments aligned with each Principle, along with Specifications for how each Commitment will 
be measured. There may be numerous Commitments for each Principle and numerous Specifications 
for each Commitment. Stakeholders are also asked to provide some type of ‘priority’ or ‘score’. 
These are intended to be relative priorities for each commitment. The goal is to pre-establish relative 
priorities for each commitment; in the future event that optimizing for one commitment degrades 
another, this prioritisation will help with making consistent, documented decisions. Generally, FSIs 
would evaluate these relative priorities similar to existing risk management processes within FSIs that 
look at probability and severity of harm.
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 Operationalising Ethics   
 and Accountability

03

The sections of the Framework covered thus far are critical to putting the MAS FEAT Principles for 
ethics into the context of existing organisational culture, but they do not discuss how organisations 
need to act, which is an implicit requirement for this work. The following MAS FEAT Principles for 
ethics from Figure 1.3 are relevant to this section:

Organisational values, normative concepts, and principles are the foundation needed to have clear 
and consistent “ethical standards, values, and codes of conduct.” Following the Framework ensures 
this principle is honoured. Principle 6, however, requires more discussion, especially around the “at 
least” clause.

Significantly, the clause suggests that FSIs should not consider AIDA driven decisions as being “held 
to the same ethical standard” or that such decisions should be held to a higher standard. There is 
a difference between algorithmic and human decision makers and very different standards can be 
justified. 

For example, courts do not ask juries to state the reasoning behind their verdicts. To do so would be 
inefficient and make jurors subject to personal scrutiny and even risk (if they were seen to have used 
bad or unfair reasoning). However, the same does not apply to algorithmic decision making; in fact, 
having access to the reasons for AIDA decisions could act as a check and help ensure fairness of the 
process or system. In the case of jurors, society relinquishes a degree of fairness to protect them 
from potential harm. This justification disappears when an algorithm is making the decision, because 
the algorithm cannot experience harm in the way a human can. 

The justifications societies have for establishing standards for human decision making may not, 
therefore, transfer like-for-like for AIDA driven decisions without a human in the loop. Instead, FSIs 
are encouraged to use this Framework to settle on a set of agreed upon organisational standards 
for ethics. These standards will help to ensure decisions are globally consistent, but with localised 
exceptions where needed, and that the reasoning behind AIDA decisions is documented. Holding 
AIDA driven decisions to “at least” the same standard is a good guardrail but offers very little normative 
guidance otherwise. FSIs are encouraged to use their best judgment and maintain documentation of 
context based decisions that map to a broader organisation wide standard.

Figure 3.1 – MAS FEAT Principles for Ethics

Ethics

Use of AIDA is aligned with the firm’s ethical standards, values and codes of conduct.5

AIDA driven decisions are held to at least the same ethical standards as human driven.6
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Having that clarity and consistency is critical to an FSI’s ability to hold human driven and AIDA driven 
decisions to a high and equal standard – and ultimately to hold organisations accountable to their 
own standards for FEAT. 

As a result, the work needed to operationalise that standard is just as important. The continued 
discussion and the Framework that follows takes the concepts already covered and introduces 
Commitments and Specifications; downstream measures that put values to work. By making 
Commitments to actions and specifying how progress toward those commitments will be measured, 
organisations can better hold themselves accountable for ethical decisions. 

3.1    Commitments
Once the foundation of values, core concepts, and principles are in place, the context is set, and 
the normative content can be sufficiently described. Commitments, as the name suggests, are the 
specific end decisions made regarding a use case. In the context of operationalising ethics, they 
embody the values and core normative concepts within the bounds of the principles. Depending 
on the domain(s) of the use case it’s critical to engage stakeholders who will be able to support a 
diversity of commitments –be it an AIDA approach, a platform feature, or an HR policy. It’s likely that 
any use case involving an AIDA system, particularly a new system or implementation, will require a 
large variety of robust values based decisions to be made.

3.2    Specifications
Specifications are criteria, standards, and/or metrics that can measure the extent to which 
commitments have been met. There can, and often should, be more than one specification per 
commitment. This avoids unintentional overfitting to a metric that doesn’t represent the whole 
outcome. Additionally, it is most relevant to measure the effects of commitments over time, so binary 
specifications, such as yes/no measurements, should be avoided as they don’t allow for trendlines. 
Those creating the specifications need to also attend to whether the measurement specifications are 
sufficiently valid to demonstrate progress on the commitment.

In the workbook section Identifying commitments and measuring accountability (pages 38-39), 
participants are prompted to brainstorm commitments and specifications for each principle – 
again, aligned with the use case. Each commitment should also have a priority score – these can 
be L(ow), M(edium), and H(igh) or another way to assign a relative priority. At some point, it will 
happen where honouring one commitment could violate or degrade another. Using prioritisation is 
a way to give guidance to decision makers that offers relative guidance among the commitments. 
FSIs may choose to be more or less transparent about commitment priorities among different 
stakeholder groups.

It is also important to note that there is no ‘right number’ of specifications (or commitments, 
principles, concepts, or values) that are universally appropriate. The goal is to always include 
whatever is relevant to deliver the outcomes required by organisational culture and commitments. 
It is feasible – and likely – that each use case will have different sets of relevant values, concepts, 
principles, commitments, and specifications. Some items across use cases will be the same as 
other use cases, and some items may be unique.
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 Accountability04

By going through the Framework – and communicating the commitments and specifications to 
others (either internally or externally), the foundation is set for accountability. 

However, accountability is only enabled and sustained through effective governance. This is where 
FSIs have a distinct advantage over other industries. Risk based governance already embedded 
in regulated FSIs. This focus on ethics and accountability merely adds to the mandate of existing 
governance structures – and rightfully so, as digital risk from AI is another risk that could scale 
exponentially and need to be managed along the same lines as other material and systemic risks. 
This extended risk capacity can allow organisations to go above and beyond what is required by law 
in a proactive way that offers significant competitive advantage.

Governance includes all the structures, processes, and mechanisms for oversight within the 
organisation. The governance structure makes it clear who has the duty to assess whether the 
principles are satisfied in a particular case; and how that assessment is conducted, controlled, and 
reported.10 

Accountability occurs when the organisation can demonstrate the existence and effectiveness of 
relevant commitments and specifications both internally and externally upon request. In fact, the 
maturity of an organisation’s capacity to manage risks from AIDA driven decisions can be seen from 
the maturity of its reporting practices. Are commitments and outcomes shared with only select 
internal groups? Or are they shared more broadly across the organisation and with partners? Does 
the organisation publish reports publicly? And if regulators or the CEO ask for information, what level 
of detail is available to them? While the level of transparency in reporting will vary depending on the 
audience and the nature of the information in question, the breadth of communication can indicate 
the degree to which the organisation is holding itself accountable to stakeholders.

Commitments and specifications lead to accountability only in coordination with evaluations 
of fairness and actions to be transparent if there is clarity around who is responsible for specific 
commitments being met, who they are accountable to, and who makes those decisions. It is likely 
that the commitments being made around each use case will have somewhat different aims and 
will therefore have varied stakeholders and varied responsibilities. For example, commitments made 
about the features of a new platform will not all have the commitments and specifications to be held 
accountable to. Furthermore, it is often the case that multiple specifications are needed to track the 
success of a commitment. Governance is needed to implement and monitor the performance and 
validity of specifications, measures of fairness, and transparency over time, and to make sure there 
is ownership over the iterative process of updating these items as new needs arise. This structure is 
what allows an organisation to deliver on its commitments in a transparent and fair way.

Ultimately, tracking commitments through specifications over time should become a standard 
practice. As this practice matures, FSIs will likely see that they are reporting to an increasing number 
of stakeholders, both internal and external. In the future, as FEAT or similar standards mature to 
become regulation, the type of documentation resulting from this Framework might help to satisfy 
requests from regulators for evidence of ethics and accountability.
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4.1    Internal Accountability

Looking exclusively at the MAS FEAT Principles for internal accountability (see Figure 1.4, repeated 
below), this sub-section discusses considerations unique to each principle.

Figure 4.1 – MAS FEAT Principles for Internal Accountability

Internal Accountability

Use of AIDA in AIDA driven decision making is approved by an appropriate internal authority.7

Firms using AIDA proactively raise management and board awareness of their use of AIDA.9

Firms using AIDA are accountable for both internally developed and externally sourced  
AIDA models.8

The “appropriate internal authority” in Principle 7 is established by governance at each organisation. 
This role might be different at different organisations. It also implies that there are routine reviews 
and go/no-go decisions being made and documented. And that any one group does not have sole 
authority to conceive, develop, and/or deploy AIDA driven decision making in isolation of oversight.

Moving on to Principle 8, the key aspect here is that FSIs need to be equally accountable for all 
deployed AIDA systems, whether developed in house or through a vendor. This principle could be 
sufficiently profound to shift the AIDA vendor industry toward more transparency and explainability. 
Another way to look at this principle is that there is no feasible way to shift accountability for AIDA 
systems to another party. The FSI needs to take responsibility for the AIDA systems it uses. 

And lastly, by extending existing risk-based governance to include the Ethics and Accountability 
Framework and processes for escalating particularly interesting or edge use cases to the executive 
leadership – in addition to ensuring board and senior management are aware of material AIDA 
decisions (which is likely already happening) – this principle will be honoured.

Already, regulations in Australia (Banking Executive Accountability Regime11) and the UK (Senior 
Managers Regime12), and guidelines in Singapore (Individual Accountability and Conduct13) require 
FSIs to identify an accountable executive for every organisational activity, and for all executives to 
have in place a clearly identified set of activities for which they are accountable. As such, FSIs have 
generally made clear the executives responsible for line 1, 2, and 3 and their obligations – these are 
generally split between system owners (an outcome owner in a line of business) and technology 
owners (AI, data science, or IT). These existing frameworks can help to inform work around the MAS 
FEAT Principles.
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Recourse is the primary topic of Principle 10 (i.e., who’s afforded it, how, and when?). There are two 
extremely challenging situations for FSIs: 

1. When an applicant is denied access to products/services due to suspected fraud, 
which is uncovered via third party data about the applicant/data subject. If the 
reason an applicant is denied gets shared and reveals a third-party data provider, this 
information could help fraudsters improve their fraud schemes. However, if information 
isn’t provided, the FSI might be in violation of disclosure laws.

2. When a model is found to be problematic and is updated/fixed as a result. What 
obligation does the FSI have to go back to customers, or past customers, who may have 
been affected by a decision reached by the problematic model? While FSIs should not 
disclose information that could help fraudsters improve their craft, AIDA based systems 
can make mistakes that could potentially impact lives. Similarly, where is the bar set 
for an appeal? For example, if a data subject does not like an advertisement on their 
banking app, is that sufficiently material to warrant protections or recourse? Balancing 
legal and ethical obligations in these contexts is neither easy nor straightforward, and 
different FSIs will likely come to different conclusions. 

This initiative does not aim to specify a correct response to these scenarios, but to provide insights 
and tools for FSIs to establish in-house policies and controls. Whatever policies are in place should 
be clearly communicated to data subjects, ideally at the moment the data is being supplied by the 
data subject and when the AIDA decision is communicated. There is a preference for context-driven 
notice and consent over blanket agreements, where feasible.

Recourse is the primary topic of Principle 10 (i.e., who’s afforded it, how, and when?). FSIs may 
already have channels to receive feedback and provide recourse for customers. Those organisations 
are encouraged to ensure existing mechanisms operate efficiently for the variety, velocity, volume, 
and veracity that might be needed for AIDA systems. There are two extremely challenging situations 
for FSIs: 

4.2    External Accountability

Looking exclusively at the MAS FEAT Principles for External Accountability (see Figure 1.5, repeated 
below), this sub-section discusses considerations unique to each Principle.

Figure 4.2 – MAS FEAT Principles for External Accountability

External Accountability

Data subjects are provided with channels to enquire about, submit appeals for and request 
reviews of AIDA driven decisions that affect them.

10

Verified and relevant supplementary data provided by data subjects are taken into account when 
performing a review of AIDA driven decisions.

11
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The premise of Principle 11 is that no two customers are alike. While FSIs may have standardised 
information in place to make an AIDA driven decision, not every customer will have a financial profile 
that satisfies the requirements of the model exactly. Moreover, external data subjects can go beyond 
customers and prospects. It’s important to identify all data subjects impacted directly or indirectly 
by AIDA decisions. 

For instance, under Principle 11, human review would likely be required in a situation where a data 
subject has provided additional and potentially material information on their financial life which is 
overlooked by the model. Human review would take place during the initial decision making process 
and/or upon the data subject seeking recourse as described in Principle 10. All relevant data from a 
customer should be considered in decision making, even if that data is incompatible with the AIDA 
system.
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 Conclusion05

FSIs have a strategic advantage over other industries when it comes to implementing ethics and 
accountability, as they already have robust governance mechanisms established to manage a variety 
of risks and therefore the infrastructure for making ethical judgements. This existing capacity now 
needs to be extended to include risk from implementing AIDA based decision making systems. 

The recommended way to do this is to implement the Ethics and Accountability Framework. However, 
to be effective, ethics and accountability need to be operationalised with the active support of a 
diverse set of internal stakeholders and be fully supported (and advocated for) within the organisation 
by senior leadership. In doing so, organisations can manage digital and ethical risk sufficiently well to 
make widespread use of AIDA systems.

While this discussion and Framework are intended to guide organisations in an advisory, not 
prescriptive capacity, FSIs are encouraged to modify and/or extend the Framework to suit their needs. 
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Operationalising Ethics and Accountability Workbook

Please bring this information to the workshop:
• Existing core values for the organisation
• Existing AI principles or other published commitments
• A use case related to an AIDA implementation
• (Optional) Any preexisting risk evaluation rubric/scale/process,  

whether technology focused (e.g., model risk) or not

Instructions:
In the FEAT context, the normative work in this Workbook must happen as the first step. 
Decisions to be made in Fairness and Transparency require this Workbook to be complete. 
Proceed through this workbook in sequential order. The outputs from each page will 
become inputs to following pages.

This framework, applied to specific use cases, can be used to hold organisations 
accountable and drive consistent ethical decision-making across geographies. 

An early goal is to gain familiarity and comfort with the process and concepts.  
This will be a highly iterative and stakeholder-intense process.

Outcomes from workshop and workbook:
These materials are based on a framework for ethics and designed to take a set of 
organisational values and get to commitments and specifications for measuring those 
commitments.
At the end of the activities, each participant will be able to:

• Establish a through-line from values and concepts to principles, commitments,  
and specifications for a particular use case 

• Be able to arrive at consistent decisions when values, concepts, or principles are in 
conflict

• Have ways to measure, communicate, and report on progress toward commitments

Describe the use case:
<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>

A    Overall Guidance, Workbook Instructions,  
       and Use Case Definition
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Principles to Promote Fairness, Ethics, Accountability and Transparency (FEAT) in the Use of Artificial 
Intelligence and Data Analytics in Singapore’s Financial Sector*

Normative Concept: Principle:

Fairness:  
Justifiability

1. Individuals or groups of individuals are not systematically disadvantaged 
through AIDA-driven decisions unless these decisions can be justified.

2. Use of personal attributes as input factors for AIDA driven decisions is 
justified.

Fairness: 
Accuracy and Bias

3. Data and models used for AIDA driven decisions are regularly reviewed and 
validated for accuracy and relevance, and to minimise unintentional bias.

4. AIDA driven decisions are regularly reviewed so that models behave as 
designed and intended. 

Ethics 5. Use of AIDA is aligned with the firm’s ethical standards, values and codes of 
conduct.

6. AIDA driven decisions are held to at least the same ethical standards as 
human driven decisions.

Internal 
Accountability

7. Use of AIDA in AIDA driven decision making is approved by an appropriate 
internal authority. 

8. Firms using AIDA are accountable for both internally developed and 
externally sourced AIDA models.

9. Firms using AIDA proactively raise management and board awareness of 
their use of AIDA.

External 
Accountability

10. Data subjects are provided with channels to enquire about, submit appeals 
for and request reviews of AIDA driven decisions that affect them.

11. Verified and relevant supplementary data provided by data subjects are 
taken into account when performing a review of AIDA driven decisions.

Transparency 12. To increase public confidence, use of AIDA is proactively disclosed to data 
subjects as part of general communication.

13.Data subjects are provided, upon request, clear explanations on what data 
is used to make AIDA driven decisions about the data subject and how the data 
affects the decision.

14.Data subjects are provided, upon request, clear explanations on the 
consequences that AIDA-driven decisions may have on them.

B    MAS FEAT Concepts and Principles:

*Monetary Authority of Singapore (2018). Principles to Promote Fairness, Ethics, Accountability and Transparency (FEAT) in the Use of AI and Data 
Analytics in Singapore’s Financial Sector. Retrieved from https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/monographs-or-information-paper/2018/FEAT

https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/monographs-or-information-paper/2018/FEAT
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C    Operationalising Ethics and Accountability:  
       The Framework

Ethics

Governance

Foundational  
and Organisational 

Values
Core Concepts Principles Commitments Specifications

Normative
Content

...the actions taken to specify and satisfy values, according to normative content, 
through governance

...capacity to specify normative guidance across the organisation and apply it in specific cases

...the operationalisation of foundational values and core 
concepts into specific norms and commitments that guide actions

...indicate what 
is desirable to 
promote and 
protect

...embody 
or represent 
foundational and 
organisational 
values

...express 
general norms 
or guidance on 
how to honour 
the concepts and 
realise the values

...describe 
specific ways 
to abide by the 
principles that 
will be used or 
implemented

...provide 
standards to 
measure the 
extent to which 
commitments 
have been met

Respect for 
the individual, 
integrity, 
customer first

Privacy, fairness, 
justice, autonomy, 
democracy, 
transparency, 
accountability

Nondiscrimination, 
protection from  
harm, inclusion,  
equality of access, 
responsibility to  
act with integrity

No differential 
consideration, 
presumption of 
eligibility, savings 
returned to 
customer

Can AI decisions 
be explained? 
How long does 
it take different 
groups to reach 
customer service?

The most 
common 
starting point for 
operationalising 
ethics, often 
grounded in 
the equal worth 
and political 
standing of all 
people

Notions, ideas, or 
concepts rooted in 
justice or fairness. 
They add context 
to the values and 
establish a bridge to 
define principles

Guardrails for 
what ought and 
ought-not be done 
to implement 
the values 
and concepts, 
sometimes in 
specific use cases

Specific policies 
or outcomes the 
organisation is 
willing to be held 
accountable to 
and are concrete 
representations of 
values, concepts, 
and principles

Metrics to measure 
accountability 
to commitments 
over time; each 
commitment might 
have numerous 
specifications

FOUNDATIONAL OPERATIONAL

D
EF

IN
IT

IO
N

EX
A

M
PL

ES
G

U
ID

A
N

C
E

‘Normative’ is a term-of-art for philosophers. Strictly defined, normative statements make claims about how organisations should or ought to be designed, how to 
value them, which things are good or bad, and which actions are right or wrong.1 More colloquially, it is a commonly understood moral behaviour for a community 
that is generally accepted and socially enforced by most in that community. The term is used herein for all of these reasons, but where it is used is significant in 
that it underscores the highly contextual nature of ethical decision making. 

It is possible that groups within an organisation could have conflicting norms – for instance, legal may have a norm of protecting the organisation from legal risk, 
whereas marketing’s norm is to protect the organisation from reputational risk. These different norms may yield different commitments and specifications that 
could conflict with each other – legal might see no issue in talking about a sensitive topic publicly, whereas marketing may prefer to not enter public debate.

Being able to navigate competing normative values to arrive at a solution that is most aligned with the entire organisation – in the local context (with many different 
definitions of ‘local’) – is what this work is all about, this is ‘normative’ work. 

PLEASE NOTE:

1Leftwich, Adrian (2004). What is politics?: the activity and its study. Oxford: Polity.
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D    Potential Harms from Automated Decision Making

Articulating potential harms
Harms can happen at the scale of individuals or societies. It’s often helpful to name individuals or 
groups that could be harmed. Below is a map of potential harms described by Future of Privacy 
Forum. Use these to describe potential harms on the following pages.

Individual Harms

Illegal Unfair

Collective/
Societal Harms

Loss of Opportunity

Economic Loss

Employment Discrimination
e.g., filtering job candidates by race 
or genetic/health information

e.g., filtering candidates by work 
proximity leads to excluding minorities

Differential Access to 
Job Opportunities

Credit Discrimination
e.g., Denying credit to all residents in 
specified neighbourhoods (“redlining”)

e.g., Not presenting certain credit offers 
to members of certain groups

Differential Access 
to Credit

Insurance & Social Benefit Discrimination
e.g., Higher termination rate for 
benefit eligibility by religious group

e.g., Increasing auto insurance prices  
for night-shift workers

Differential Access to 
Insurance & Benefits

Differential Pricing of Goods and Services
e.g., Raising online prices based on 
membership in a protected class

e.g., Presenting product discounts 
based on “ethnic affinity”

Differential Access to 
Goods and Services

Housing Discrimination
e.g., Landlords relies on search results 
suggesting criminal history by race

e.g., Matching algorithm less likely to 
provide suitable housing for minorities

Differential Access 
to Housing

Narrowing of Choice
e.g., Presenting ads based solely  
on past “clicks”

Narrowing of  
Choice for Groups

Education Discrimination
e.g., Denial of opportunity for a 
student in a certain ability category

e.g., Presenting only ads on for-profit 
colleagues to low-income individuals

Differential Access 
to Education
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Individual Harms

Illegal Unfair

Collective/
Societal Harms

Social Detriment

Network Bubbles
e.g., Varied exposure to opportunity or 
evaluation based on “who you know”

e.g., Algorithms that promote only 
familiar news and information

Filter Bubbles

Loss of Liberty

Constraints of Suspicion
e.g., Emotional, dignitary, and social 
impacts of increased surveillance

e.g., Use of “predictive policing”  
to police minority  
neighbourhoods more

Increased Surveillance

Dignitary Harms
e.g., Emotional distress due to bias or a 
decision based on incorrect data

e.g., Assumption that computed 
decisions are inherently unbiased

Stereotype Reinforcement

Constraints of Bias
e.g., Constrained conceptions of career 
prospects based on search results

e.g., All-male image search results 
for “CEO”, all-female results  
for “teacher”

Confirmation Bias

Individual incarceration
e.g., Use of “recidivism scores” to determine prison sentence length

(legal status uncertain)
e.g., Incarceration of groups at 
higher rates based on historic 
policing data

Disproportionate 
Incarceration

Source: Future of Privacy Forum. Unfairness by Algorithm: Distilling the Harms of Automated Decision-Making. 2017.  
https://fpf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FPF-Automated-Decision-Making-Harms-and-Mitigation-Charts.pdf

https://fpf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FPF-Automated-Decision-Making-Harms-and-Mitigation-Charts.pdf
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E    Describing Values and Core Concepts

E.1    Defining Organisational Values
Values indicate what stakeholders care about and want to protect and promote.

1. Fill in existing core values, describing them and any potential for harm within the defined use case.  
   When in doubt, use the example provided as a model.

Organisational 
Value:

Description/
Notes:

Potential 
Harm(s):

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>
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Normative concepts are individual-, societal-, and system-level concerns that can help to guide 
the priorities of the organisation. 

Below is a set of example normative concepts [of justice]. They are illustrative and may or may not be 
relevant for the given context. There is space on the next worksheet to define a custom set of core 
concepts for an organisation. 

1. Select any of the core normative concepts that might be relevant or would be good for discussion.
2. Copy any core concepts that are relevant to the use case to the list on the next page.

Procedural:

Non-discrimination

Equality of  
Opportunity

Equality of 
Participation

Just Desserts

A system or decision-making process should not be biased against 
certain groups. 

Everyone should have equal/similar chances at success (e.g., educational, 
social, or economic).

People should be similarly empowered in social and political decision-making 
contexts and processes.  

People’s social and economic outcomes should reflect their efforts and 
contributions. 

Distributive:

Equality of Access

Benefit Sharing

Decent Outcome

Prioritising
Worst-Off

Everyone should be provided the same/similar access to benefits and services. 

Everyone who contributes to a collective endeavour should share in its benefits. 

Everyone should have good enough (or minimally decent) social and 
economic outcomes. 

Practices and policies should prioritise those who are most vulnerable, 
dependent, or in need.

Recognition

Same Treatment

Representational 
Accuracy

Inclusion

Reparative 
Justice

Everyone should be treated the same regardless of the groups 
to which they belong. 

People or groups of people (and their interests) should not be 
mischaracterised.

People or groups of people (and their interests) should not be marginalised or 
excluded. 

Past wrongful harms should be made up for and addressed so as not to create 
further harms or future disadvantages. 

E    Describing Values and Core Concepts

E.2    (Optional) Choosing Normative Concepts
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Core normative concepts are individual-, societal-, and system-level concerns that can help guide 
the priorities of the organisation.  

1. Fill in any organisational core normative concepts. When in doubt, use the example provided  
   as a model. 

Core Concept: Description/Notes: Potential Harm(s):

E    Describing Values and Core Concepts

E.3    Defining Core Normative Concepts

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>
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F    Reference List of Common Principles 

Choosing the Principles Set

MAS FEAT Principles

The following is a list of most frequently cited themes in principles from public and private sector 
organisations and academia. This is not comprehensive, merely a set of common principles 
observed globally. It’s also important to remember that many of the items organisations publish as 
“AI principles” might fall under “core concepts” in this worksheet. 

Please reference the MAS FEAT Principles on page 25 for more inspiration. This is a great example of 
localisation – below, is a general set of principles that appear most frequently in large-scale surveys 
of existing principles. The MAS FEAT Principles are industry-, and in some contexts, geography-
specific. Principles are highly context-dependent and having a diversity of guiding principles is 
normal. organisations will need to satisfy their own principles, those of their customers, suppliers, 
regulators and other stakeholders.

Principle: Description:

Autonomy and respect  
of persons

When technologies and/or practices could impact the human condition,  
the potential harm to individuals and communities should be the paramount 
consideration. Avoid unfairly limiting an individual’s possibilities.

Attend to the downstream 
uses of datasets

Strive to use data in ways that are consistent with the intentions and 
understanding of the disclosing party.

Meet and exceed privacy 
and security expectations

Data subjects hold a range of expectations about the privacy and security 
of their data and those expectations are often context-dependent. Strive 
to match privacy and security safeguards with privacy and security 
expectations. 

Be wary of collecting data  
just for the sake of more data

Give due consideration to the possibility that less data may result in both 
better analysis and less risk

Explain methods for  
analysis and marketing to  
data disclosers

Maximising transparency at the point of data collection can minimise more 
significant risks as data travels through the data supply chain.

Incorporate privacy, 
transparency, 
configurability, and 
auditability into design

Not all ethical dilemmas have design solutions but being aware that design 
choices can have outsized downstream implications is profoundly important. 
Ethics and accountability is a strategy, product, and engineering challenge that 
requires widespread stakeholder engagement as early as possible. 

Provenance of the data 
and analytics tools shapes 
the consequences of  
their use

All datasets and accompanying analytics tools carry a history of human 
decision-making. As much as possible, that history should be auditable, 
including mechanisms for tracking the context of collection, methods 
of consent, the chain of responsibility, and assessments of quality and 
accuracy of the data.

[CONTINUED ON THE NEXT PAGE]
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Principle: Description:

Assume products will be 
subjected to internal and 
external ethical reviews  
and audits

Prioritise establishing consistent, efficient, and actionable ethics review 
practices for new products, services, and research programs. Consistent 
review practices can mitigate risk while building institutional capacity. 
Independent and external reviews can contribute significantly to public trust.

Accountability through 
commitments, specifications, 
and governance 

Organisations signal how their values show up in their products/services 
by making commitments and specifying how those commitments will be 
measured. This is how in/external governance mechanisms – governance 
assesses whether norms are satisfied in a particular case – can hold 
organisations accountable.

Inclusivity, solidarity,  
and non-discrimination  
in Technology

While everyone deserves the social and economic benefits of data, 
not everyone is equally impacted by the processes of data collection, 
correlation, and prediction. Data professionals should strive to mitigate the 
disparate impacts of their products and listen to the concerns of affected 
communities. 

Internal Diversity and  
Non-Discrimination

Strive to create an internal culture and set of hiring practices where people 
with different backgrounds and experiences can thrive professionally and 
personally.

Sustainability and  
the Environment

As much as possible, protect the basic preconditions for life on our planet, 
continued prospering for mankind, and the preservation and restoration of a 
thriving environment for future generations.

Stewardship,  
awareness and education

Contribute to the knowledge and furtherance of ethical leadership

Protection of  
whistleblowers

Conscientious objectors, employee organising, and ethical whistleblowers 
should be protected as a force for accountability and ethical decision 
making.

Hidden costs and  
externalities

Take potential hidden costs seriously. Including underpaid and 
unrecognised workers and potential misuse of work in downstream 
applications.

Sources: 
Hagendorff, T. The Ethics of AI Ethics: An Evaluation of Guidelines. Minds & Machines 30, 99–120 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09517-8
Jobin, A., Ienca, M. & Vayena, E. The global landscape of AI ethics guidelines. Nat Mach Intell 1, 389–399 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-019-
0088-2
Metcalf, J., Tiell, S. Universal Principles of Data Ethics: 12 Guidelines for Developing Ethics Codes. Accenture (2016).  
https://ethicsofdata.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Accenture-Universal-Principles-Data-Ethics.pdf

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09517-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-019-0088-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-019-0088-2
https://ethicsofdata.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Accenture-Universal-Principles-Data-Ethics.pdf
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G    Designing the Principles

Connecting Organisational Values with Core Concepts and Principles

Bringing Values, Concepts, and Principles Together
1. List the values and core concepts that are relevant to the Use Case.

Principles are guardrails that describe how to honour the concepts and 
implement the values.
1. Use the lines below to list existing principles and/or ideas for new ones. Use the principles on  
   pages 25 and 32-33 for inspiration.

Organisational Values

Core Normative Concepts

Principle Statement: Description/Notes:

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>



Veritas Document 3B FEAT Ethics and Accountability Principles Assessment Methodology 35

G   Designing the Principles (continued)

Guardrails that Describe how to Honour the Core Concepts  
and Implement the Values

Principle Statement: Description/Notes:

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>
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H    Identifying Commitments and  
       Measuring Accountability

Commitments, with Meaningful Specifications, are the Foundation of Accountability

Principles:  
Norms or guard-rails that describe how to honour the concepts and implement the values

Commitment:  
A professed obligation that explains how a principle will be implemented in a specific 
context 

Specification: 
A set of quantifiable assessments, or metrics, that can account for a commitment  
being met

Commitments are individual-, societal-, and system-level promises an organisation makes to its 
customers and other stakeholders that are informed by values, core concepts, and principles. 

These pages are to define and/or brainstorm a set of possible commitments and specifications.

1. Copy a single principle to each box.
2. Brainstorm possible commitments for each principle in the context of the use case. 

Commitments should be in the context and furtherance of fulfilling product requirements 
while living the principles. Commitments should be phrased in a positive manner as something 
that will happen, as opposed to a negative statement – we can neither measure nor prove a 
negative.

3. Brainstorm possible specifications (ways to measure) for each commitment. Specifications 
should be measurable over time to determine progress toward a commitment. 

4. Add a priority – low, medium, or high – to each commitment. Prioritisation scores serve to 
prioritise resources and optimise for higher priority commitments when outcomes might be in 
conflict.
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Priority Commitment How to Measure (Specifications)

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Principle>

<Principle>

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Principle>

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Commitment>

<Please see the use cases for examples of this completed template>

H    Identifying Commitments and  
       Measuring Accountability

Commitments, with Meaningful Specifications, are the Foundation of Accountability
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J    Identifying Commitments and  
      Measuring Accountability

Stakeholders and Accountability to Commitments

Note: Publishing this information publicly could lead to inappropriate disclosure of confidential 
information or trade secrets. As such, the Industry Partners collaborating in the case studies have 
voluntarily offered some generalised examples for some of their commitments.

Individuals, committees, organisations, and governments can be stakeholders in accountability

These pages help to define a basic stakeholder map.

1. Copy the commitments and specifications from the previous page(s).

2. Define an individual owner for each specification. This should be a person or a committee of 
known individuals. 

3. Define the stakeholders for each specification. This is who the owners will need to be 
accountable to. Stakeholders can be in/external individuals, committees, public or private 
organisations, government entities, or any party that stands to experience benefit or harm from a 
commitment.

Commitment Specification(s) Owner(s) Stakeholders
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Commitment Specification(s) Owner(s) Stakeholders
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This report is prepared and issued by the MAS, Accenture, AXA and UOB.
All intellectual property rights in or associated with this report remain vested in the MAS, Accen-
ture, AXA and UOB and/or their licensors. This report and its contents are not intended as legal, 
regulatory, financial, investment, business, or tax advice, and should not be acted on as such.
Whilst care and attention has been exercised in the preparation of this report MAS, Accenture, AXA 
and UOB do not accept responsibility for any inaccuracy or error in, or any inaction or action taken 
in reliance on, the information contained or referenced in this report.
This report is provided as is without representation or warranty of any kind. All representations or 
warranties whether express or implied by statute, law or otherwise are hereby disclaimed.

LEGAL NOTICE


