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00:00:00 Dr Green
Hello and welcome to Accelerating AI Ethics, the podcast of the Institute for Ethics in AI at the University of Oxford.

I am Dr Caroline Green and in each episode, we explore bold ideas, innovative research and creative responses to the ethical challenges posed by artificial intelligence. Today's guest is one of our Accelerator Fellowship Programme fellows – Angela Oduor Lungati – Kenyan technologist, open-source advocate and executive director of Ushahidi. Welcome, Angela.
00:00:38 Angela Oduor Lungati
Thank you, Caroline.
00:00:40 Dr Green
She was also named a World Economic Forum Young Global Leader in 2024 and a Mozilla 2024 Rise25 Honoree for championing the need for building inclusive AI systems. It's really great to have you with us. This is the second podcast we've recorded together — the first time was with Dr Joy in Nairobi, which was a lot of fun.
I think we'll be able to talk a little bit about that event later, but for now I've got you here with me, and we've got half an hour or so to really focus on the work you're doing as one of our Senior Fellows on the Accelerator Fellowship Programme, and all the great new ideas you've got. But first, before we talk about your work and your project, I'd like to get to know you better as a person. What drives you? Can you tell me a little bit about your history?
00:01:44 Angela Oduor Lungati
Fun fact - I was born in Ukraine, not in Nairobi, Kenya, where I currently live. I come from a family with strong roots in engineering — both my mum and my dad are engineers, which is why they were in the USSR when I was born, in Odessa. I think a lot of my passion for maths and engineering came from there.
I really look up to them both. They're both retired now, but they set the tone for what it looks like to apply hands-on skills to solve problems. I do have a software engineering background — I trained as a software developer, even though I haven't touched a line of code in years.
I suppose the way my career has progressed reflects who I am as a person. I love solving problems and putting two and two together to see how they fit to create something bigger. But there's also a strong passion for how that then applies in the real world. Even during my time as a software developer, I always found myself drawn to how the work I was building was helping people, so I was always acting as that bridge. Naturally, as time has gone by, I've found myself applying my understanding of technology systems and thinking critically about how it applies in the real world — how it helps someone in a village, or how it helps my mum, my dad, or my kids.
I'm really driven by how we can leverage technology to do good in the world and help people. More recently, I've been thinking about that challenge in the context of the African continent specifically, where I live and where my family is, and how we can use that knowledge and that application of technology to help us thrive, not merely survive.
00:03:48 Dr Green
When I came to see you in Nairobi, which was such a beautiful experience for me, one of the conversations we had there also revolved around women in tech and girls in tech. I know this is something you're passionate about too — you're a mother of two daughters, aren't you?
00:04:07 Angela Oduor Lungati
Amazing girls who will take over the world.
00:04:11 Dr Green 
Yes! When you think about you and your girls, how are you talking to them about technology? Is there something that concerns you at the moment? I've also got two girls myself, and I often think about how technology can help shape them, but also about the problems it poses for them. So how do you see that?
00:04:32 Angela Oduor Lungati
It's complicated. I think about my own journey, and about who I am as a woman in tech, and I realise that a lot of that journey was also shaped by how my parents brought me up. As a woman in a patriarchal society, the idea of women in engineering always felt odd, but my parents raised me not to think that way about myself. I was capable of doing anything — leveraging my really excellent skills in maths, pursuing whatever I wanted, and that I should not be limited in my ability because of how I looked. I think it was that confidence that carried me through, whether in the classroom or in the jobs I pursued.
I've modelled a lot of that for my own children as well: that they can do whatever they put their minds to, and that it's really about their drive and their passion and the hard work they put into it. That's constantly what I'm challenging them to do. I'm also well aware that the way my career progresses will likely shape their path too, regardless of what direction they take, because mine is also shaped by my mum. She's an engineer, and she was a go-getter — very ambitious — yet she still found a way to ground herself in how she raised me. That's the philosophy I'm using.
When I think about how technology is evolving, I'm more worried than I think my parents probably are. Technology provides a lot of opportunities to shape how we think and how we learn, but it also exposes people to massive risks. When I think about the people online who target young children, and the kind of content they're creating, the question of how I protect my children from that is one I carry with me constantly. How are the systems being built going to see them — as African girls? Are they going to see them for who they are? Are they going to be exposed to bias? How is this shaping the way they think? I saw an article recently noting that the UK has just rolled out rules on screen time for children, depending on their age. How do we navigate the opportunities it presents while also making sure we're not over-exposing them in a way that could limit their development — whether in terms of their brains or even their critical thinking? That keeps me up at night sometimes, and it's probably one of the other reasons I'm also doing this work, because I keep reminding myself, and reminding others, that technology is not inherently good or bad. It's how people use it that determines its utility and whether it's good or bad. In many ways, it's a mirror of humanity.
I look at it across three spectrums: who's building the technology tools, how those tools are being used, and how they are shaping how we behave. At the moment, particularly when you look at artificial intelligence, there's a concentration of power in who gets to build it. That, in turn, influences how it's used and its applications, depending on the resources people have access to — and it's also inadvertently shaping how we behave and how we think. My challenge is really thinking through how to build differently, in a way that encourages better use of the tool and shapes a different set of behaviours for the audiences we serve.
00:08:35 Dr Green 
Thank you for sharing all of that — I think that's a really beautiful bridge into the work you're doing. Quite recently, you published a blog on the Accelerator Fellowship website at the Institute for Ethics in AI, on open data. One of the quotes in that blog reads: ‘We need more representative data to make AI systems fairer, but collecting and sharing data can also deepen exploitation, inadvertently facilitating data extractivism.’ Help me understand the two parts of that quote a little more. How do you feel, and why do you feel, that we need more representative data — specifically in your context and from your work?
00:09:23 Angela Oduor Lungati
Over the last couple of years — and I know this is also a core part of the work that Dr Joy does in exposing biases in AI systems — as someone who lives on the continent, I think it's a fairly well-known fact that datasets from the African continent represent probably just slightly above 10%, maybe even less than that, of the datasets being used to train AI systems. Inadvertently, while we are trying to break through the barriers of how we can build AI systems that really reflect lived realities, the ones that exist, that are out there, that are much more pervasive and have penetrated the market, still have significant gaps. There's work that's been done — right now, if you're using Claude or ChatGPT, they will speak in Swahili, but will they really cover my language, or my girls' language, Luo, really well? Will they really be able to interact with it?
Then, thinking further into what risks people are then exposed to — the work we've been doing at Ushahidi over the last 19 years has been trying to bridge that gap, in the sense that we've been trying to surface people's lived experiences to get decision-makers to truly understand what's happening on the ground, and to then shape their decisions accordingly.
Naturally, the thought has been: okay, we have a certain type of dataset that could help open perspectives on what communities on the African continent, or communities that tend to get left out, could look like. It could be a really good pipeline to help create representation, because, again, it's coming from these local communities. We're holding that part and saying, all well and good.
But then we think about how the ecosystem is growing and how things are moving, and there's a question around what exactly "open" means. There have been questions around what data is being used to train the AI systems that exist today. We have some assumptions around the datasets being used, but not explicit clarity. I do not want to speculate on whether that's intentional or not, but there have been concerns that this data is being openly scraped from the web and then used to build proprietary systems with little to no value going back to the communities that helped generate it. With the traditional open-source ecosystem, there was always this assumption of shared value: I am giving you my understanding of an issue, knowing that you will benefit from it, and that you will pass that on to other people. But it seems like gates have been created, and for me, as a person who may have given the original information, there's no pathway or agency to determine how it then gets through that door — so that there isn't a shared value or a shared benefit going on.
This is the core of the challenge that I shared there: yes, we want to make data open to create representation, but if we open it without thought into what could happen, then we are exposing people to extractivism — places where data is simply pulled out, value is created for a select few, and it doesn't go back. That's one thing we don't want to do. We need to think about how we open it up, but in a responsible and ethical way, that truly gives agency to the people who've contributed to building that body of knowledge to continue sharing it around, and also to determine what value should come back to them.
00:13:29 Dr Green 
I've got a few questions following on from that. The first one is: with Ushahidi, you have built systems where you actually hear people's stories, and now you're also thinking about how you can use, or whether you're going to open up that data. Can you help me understand a little more — what kind of stories do people share, and how do they do that with your systems?
00:13:54 Angela Oduor Lungati
Thanks for that. Let me start from the very start, just giving clarity into how exactly we help people tell those stories. We are essentially the critical infrastructure for community intelligence, or at least that's my firm belief. What we do is build technology systems that are open source, which then enable local communities, civil society, NGOs or decision-makers to use them to gather information, or gather feedback, from local communities.
Practically speaking, it could be a local council in a certain county in the UK that sets up an instance of Ushahidi. They configure different channels — it could be text/SMS, it could be smartphones, it could be WhatsApp channels — and then the population shares messages with them. Those get pulled into our platform, and the county government is then enabled to organise that data and make sense of it.
When I talk about there being 200,000 instances, that's what I mean: there are 200,000 counties, or 200,000 civil society organisations, that use our open-source platform and configure channels that then enable them to engage with local populations at scale. That is the core of what we have done over the last 19 years — really helping people everywhere to quickly gather community intelligence, aggregate it, and then try to make sense of it, to inform decision-making. That data is fully owned by the people setting up the instances.
We intentionally did that from the very beginning, because it was always agency by design, not just as a buzzword. The thing we've done well is help people gather data and tell individual stories — so a county government, CIA or a civil society organisation in Nairobi, might be working on climate, but each is telling the story from their own perspective. What we are trying to do as we move along in this era of AI is help people move from telling singular stories into telling collective ones.
We've had so many people come to us and say: we know you've worked with these communities around a particular issue — governance, for example. What are you seeing? What are you learning across the region, and how should that shape decision-making on where we're putting in money, or what policies need to be created? That's also another reason why we're trying to bring all of these datasets together — to create representation in AI systems, but also to see what we can learn when you put all of that information together, and what stories can come out of it, while navigating the fact that each individual storyteller owns their data, and trying to figure out what they would want as far as governance around their datasets is concerned.
00:17:02 Dr Green 
Just another procedural question I have. I think a lot of people who know me, and know my background a little, know that I work with older people and people living with disabilities, here in the community and in the UK mostly. We often see a digital divide here, where people feel they simply don't have access — whether that's a laptop, or the internet — or, even if they do, they feel like they don't know how to use these kinds of systems. They don't feel empowered, or they're worried about scams and so on.
I'd like to understand how you've seen people in your context engage with systems based on the ones you've just spoken about. Is there a big digital divide there? Because surely that's also important — whose data are we actually collecting?
00:17:59 Angela Oduor Lungati
I think it's the recognition of that digital divide that has actually shaped how we designed the tool from the very outset. If you listen even to the talks that our founders, and I myself, have given over the years, it's really always been about meeting audiences where they are — really trying to identify what tools they currently have access to, and how we design our mechanisms of engagement around what they already have, rather than trying to create the newest shiny thing and getting them to use a tool with a bigger barrier to entry.
That's really helped us expand the scope of how we engage. SMS has always been the lowest-hanging fruit — it's the most ubiquitous tool; everybody can send a text message. Then, for those in urban areas, smartphone applications, native ones on iOS or Android. And we've also seen users use the web version, where you can fill out a survey. That's how we've done it, and it worked really well for the first 17, 18 years.
More recently, though, we've started to pick up signals from local communities. There's a lot of research fatigue — people are tired of field collectors and researchers going to the ground and asking them a fixed set of questions all the time, in a repeatable cycle. We've started to question, for ourselves as well, what meeting people where they are actually looks like in this age. There's so much going on in the world, everybody's busy, and with the proliferation of AI, people expect things to move faster. I don't remember the last time I filled out a survey, to be quite honest — and even if I did, what was the motivation? Was it because I knew who this person was?
What we are currently designing, this tool called Distant Voices, is also trying to reduce that friction. For the older population, for example, someone might not be able to send a text message, but they might be able to call in using integrated voice recording, or send a voice note on WhatsApp. That allows them to speak — not by bombarding them with ten questions based on what I think I want to know, but by allowing myself to discover what it is they are seeing, by letting them share that in a frictionless way. We then go and do all the work needed to figure out how we're going to leverage AI to do the translation, the geolocation, the classification — or at least extract that insight from the message being shared — and then collectively put it together into a dashboard. That dashboard could look like a screen, a PDF or a policy brief.
Thinking about meeting people where they are, I think, is something that's constantly evolving, and we're constantly re-evaluating it, making sure we're genuinely engaging with people. We've had projects where we've worked with persons with disabilities in Kenya and in the wider African context, and we're using that feedback to shape it too. It's not a fixed model of using one particular tool — the strategy has always been to go far and wide, find out where conversations are happening, and then plug into that or innovate around it.
00:21:36 Dr Green 
Okay, this is super exciting to me. First of all, as I understand it, inclusivity in data isn't just about the data itself, and whose data it is — it's also about how we collect the data, and what happens to it once it's collected. I wonder whether that research fatigue also comes from the fact that, in the end, people take the time to fill in a survey or write a text message, but then — what happened? My bin collection still doesn't work, or I'm still seeing something much worse, even in my life. I've shared my voice, but it's not making an impact.
00:22:15 Angela Oduor Lungati
Yes, and also, what's the feedback? What came out of me sharing this information with you? Where did it go, and who's gaining access to it afterwards? That feedback loop is a really big question, and something we've also heard from other partners who've been engaging with local communities, who are asking themselves this same question: yes, how do we reduce the friction of engagement, but how do we bring it back? Explicitly, yes, we know that getting to policy change takes much more time and is harder, but surely there's something in between that can still go back to say, "We might not have been able to get your MP to do something different, but here's what we presented to them, based on what you said earlier."
That's also a critical piece we're thinking about, in trying to be intentional about how we design it. Previously, with other versions of the platform we built, we had SMS alerts as a way of sending information back — you could determine what region you're in and get updates — but we're trying to be more intentional now about what more could be told. We had fifteen people from the community share this; we've identified this as a challenge; and here are the next steps for how we'll continue with that and start to work with our partners to ingrain that as a process.
00:23:59 Dr Green
Okay, so going back to the data, though — which is the beating heart of your work. I remember from our first podcast recording, with Dr Joy Buolamwini, she said that ‘data is destiny.’ This is something that touched you, and that you picked up on in the blog too. Let's explore that a bit more — how did you understand that? What does it mean to you?
00:24:15 Angela Oduor Lungati
It happened even before the podcast — it happened during the panel discussion, during the screening, while I was moderating the discussion between Dr Joy and the other two panellists. Everyone, in this new age, says ‘data is the new oil,’ ‘data is the new currency,’ but framing it as destiny was extremely powerful — just because you get to see how AI systems are shaping decisions, and what they're doing. Things like the question of the jobs it's taking, the decisions being made by law enforcement, or decisions on diagnosis. It really is destiny.
The question I started to ask myself is: who gets to shape that destiny? When you are left out of a training dataset, what happens to your destiny? Or when you have no choice in determining who accesses what data? You go to a hospital and you give a lot of your information, but what rights are you giving away when you share that information? Do you understand how that data will get used in this moment? Do you understand how that data is going to get used in the future? Do you get to have a say in how it is used, knowing that certain decisions will be made as a result of the information you shared?
Part of the work I'm trying to do at the fellowship is answer those questions. How do we design models of governance that allow people to determine what data they're sharing — there's some progress being made there — but also who gets to use it? How do they get to use it? What are the guardrails? What are the limitations of use? And how does that get enforced, and who's enforcing it?
Those really are the big questions I'm asking myself. We hosted a workshop just a few days ago at the Schwarzman Centre, with some legal practitioners. People working in close proximity to these local communities, and a few others who've been working as data stewards, in the room, trying to really map out what potential governance models would look like.
I know this is a challenge that isn't unique to us, as Ushahidi — many people are struggling with this challenge too. But my hope is that, in convening these conversations, we're not only learning how we can shape that governance model responsibly for the Ushahidi ecosystem but potentially developing a framework that can help others who are also dealing with this challenge.
00:27:07 Dr Green 
I see some really close connections with your work, and some of the work going on within the Institute otherwise. My colleague, Dr Carissa Véliz, has just published her book Prophecy, which is all about how the people building these AI systems, through prediction, are actually determining the future — and about that type of power, and what to do about it. I think that links to some of the key concerns you've just raised.
There's also the work I'm doing with Ambassador Audrey Tang on the Civic AI framework, which is all about how we use AI systems for the benefit of relational health within communities, within families, in societies — using AI, and everything available, to hear what people's experience actually is, in order to shape systems that will genuinely help them in the moment, for whatever purpose we're building them. I'm really excited to explore with you, in future, how we might work together here.
Tell me a little more about that workshop at the Schwarzman Centre for the Humanities a couple of days ago. What were some of the key lessons you're taking away from that day?
00:28:36 Angela Oduor Lungati
This is the first of a series of workshops I'm hoping to host in the lead-up to a penultimate event we're calling the Data Commons Summit in October, potentially at the Schwarzman Centre for the Humanities. It was the first workshop to ground us — collectively framing what the challenge is and starting to see what questions might be emerging around existing governance models — and then using that learning to shape how we go deeper into those questions in the series of workshops that follow.
We ran three very interesting exercises. The first was just trying to get us into the frame of five different personas in the room. We had the local communities from whom we'd be gathering that data or that knowledge; funders and policymakers, the people who'd be making decisions or shaping the kind of regulation around it; data stewards, people like us at Ushahidi, who've been helping to collect that data at scale and are probably responsible for ensuring it's not used in the wrong way; and then AI researchers, developers and lawyers in the room. We tried as much as possible to get that broad representation, and I think we did okay.
The first exercise was trying to identify the key questions in everybody's mind around this issue — what are their red lines, their no-go zones, their concerns, their fears? The prompt was the three issues top of mind, and one core concern, for everyone. It was interesting to see that there were a lot of questions around the enforceability of whatever governance model emerged, and questions around who should be the deciding factor in where exactly power lies — with some undertones of trust and accountability being the strongest themes across the board, for everyone.
Then we moved into a second exercise, looking at five existing licensing models — looking at what Creative Commons has developed, one in the middle around what a data trust could potentially look like, and one with tiered access, where zero details are accessible but you have access to insights, alongside a community governance model. I walked in thinking that all these groups would probably lean more towards a community governance model, and I was shocked — there were more questions than answers, and little convergence. It seemed like people were leaning more towards identifying an individual they trust to be the one responsible for governing, for holding the data on their behalf. I'm not saying that is the solution — that's simply where the group in the room landed.
The light-bulb moment for me was realising that each of these different tiers of stakeholders are speaking in echo chambers. Every one of us is only really talking to ourselves — researchers talking to researchers, perhaps engaging with policymakers — but I don't know how much there has ever been in the way of getting everyone who's dealing with this challenge into the room together, to try to surface what questions everyone has, and to try to converge on a particular model. Everyone is working alone, and everyone is convinced that what they're doing is what will work. I think there's more to be done to get us thinking about what will work for the common good — what does the common good actually look like for all of us?
I'm really looking forward to having more of these conversations, and I think there's a unique opportunity for Ushahidi to try to get us to a point of convergence — or, at the very least, as I said earlier, to get us to a shared framework that many of us can agree on. We might never reach complete agreement, and we're also well aware that different licensing models might be the right path depending on the type of data you're working with. But at the very least, ensuring that every single person's perspective is being taken into account is really important — because even looking at the questions that came up, all of them were valid, both for AI researchers and for the people building these systems.
I think maybe the other big lesson is that there's a lot of mistrust — a lack of benefit of the doubt around why someone is trying to do something, potentially because of who's been building these systems, and how they've been built before. But when I'm engaging with an AI developer or a researcher, and we're dealing with the same issue, I assume we're sharing the same value: we want to see impact. When a developer says, "If you use this model, it blocks me from accessing what I need to build for you," and then a lawyer says, "I see your perspective on using this particular model, but I don't know how to enforce it," the question becomes how we approach those tensions with curiosity and empathy, while keeping the local communities — who would be worst affected — at the centre of it all.
00:34:21 Dr Green 
These are questions I've just been grappling with too — those very human questions. First of all, it's already great when you can actually get different people in a room together. But then there's addressing the sentiments, the assumptions, the biases that people have towards each other.
The reason this really resonates with me is because I've just — well, not concluded, actually; this is an ongoing commitment for me — been doing a co-production piece of work, related to philosophy, working with people in the care community. Bringing together people who draw on care and support, care workers, care providers, tech providers, policymakers, and so on, around the table, to create, first of all, what responsible AI in theory looks like, but also good practice and understanding.
We did an evaluation, listening a lot to the experiences of people who've been part of this work over the past year and a half or so. Even though we managed to get people in the room together, there are these issues of some people simply not trusting tech providers — saying, ‘Why are you here? You're only doing it for the money, for marketing purposes, or because you want our data for free. You're not actually here because you're genuinely interested in making something beneficial for us and for society.’
When these groups feel that way, the question becomes: what will help you trust the person you're working with? There's also the other side — people saying, ‘Actually, I'm just sitting here, listening to people whose voices are usually not heard, so I'm going to listen to them, but I'm not going to say much or contribute much myself.’ I can only guess at the reasons for that — I've got a hypothesis — but I think, from a human point of view, there might sometimes be an issue of fear there too.
Care providers often feel this as well. Some of the people who've opened up to me have said, ‘These AI tools are actually really helping us — we're under a lot of pressure with all the administrative work we have to do — but now we feel like we're not allowed to use them anymore, because other people feel it's unfair.’ It's creating these huge barriers for them, when actually the tools are helping. I think what you've just said about how people learn to listen to each other and find compromises is really important.
00:37:04 Angela Oduor Lungati
Because when you — whatever it is that's going on now — when you win, you lose. What does it look like? Sometimes you'll have to give, sometimes you take; it really is a give and take. I guess I'm also grappling with that. It takes me back to what I said before: technology is a mirror of humanity, and it's because we are losing our humanity that we're having all of these different struggles.
What does it look like to walk into a room and truly hear someone — not to respond, but to really understand their perspective, and be open to seeing a different side, in order to shape how I then show up? It doesn't mean we're always going to reach a point of agreement, but gaining that small insight can shape a different way of showing up.
I wonder whether part of what's also been missing is the people who are actually being affected. In the African context, there's a saying: when two cows are fighting, it's the grass that gets hurt. In this case, the grass is like the care community — the ones who are supposed to be leveraging these AI tools — and they are completely missing from this conversation.
One of the things that also came up earlier, I think during our podcast, is that we're not telling enough stories about how AI is also being used for good. The focus is largely on who's the biggest player, who's dominating the industry, who's building — and the research is amazing too, but it's more focused on people fighting against how AI is currently being built, and we're not hearing enough from the people who actually need to use it, to centre us.
In hindsight, looking back at the workshop, I wonder whether that was something that helped — because we grounded it in a lived use case. It was really centred on: here's a community that's being affected by this issue, and they've shared their feedback. How do we make sure they're at the heart of this conversation?
00:39:19 Dr Green
I think that's a really beautiful reflection. Just two points following on from that. The first is that, even though I feel it's really important — there's a growing body of literature out there for the general public that names issues of power, and we're all well aware now of the power of these tech companies — I sometimes wonder whether that narrative, where people are seen as very selfish, narcissistic, self-centred, with no interest in the common good, isn't also unhelpful. 
I think it's actually one of the root causes of why so many people are so distrustful of tech companies, and it creates real difficulty in bringing everybody into the room. Even though I am all for naming power, I think we also need to be mindful that doing so may have consequences that make things harder.
00:40:23 Angela Oduor Lungati
That's an interesting reflection, and it's hard, as someone who sometimes is on the other end, trying to hold these systems accountable. But when you think about it — even in your own personal life — if you come at me attacking me, my walls will come up, and I'll be focused on being defensive. There's something interesting that once came up in a conversation in a leadership programme: don't fight the person, fight the issue. How do we identify what the core problem is, and tackle that? Right now, we're fighting each other. We're not fighting the issue.
00:41:05 Dr Green 
That brings me to my second point: I think we are all fearful that we are losing our humanity, but what I often find is that we are actually just reminding ourselves again of what it means to be human. We're grappling with these massive problems right now, and we are coming together in rooms. It was so lovely to see that group a few days ago — people actually show up, they have a cup of coffee together, and they start talking to each other. Sometimes, in my experience, they even stop fighting. But at the very least, we get them together, we talk about these things, we see these emotions, we see these issues. This gives me hope — seeing people actually leaning into their humanity, together.
00:41:59 Angela Oduor Lungati
I agree — if anything, as I said, it's a mirror: technology mirrors humanity. The conversations I've been in over the last year and a half — even how we started from a technical perspective and have landed on the human aspects — just remind us, I think that the way things are evolving is really forcing us to identify what our red lines are and reminding us of what values we need to employ as we move along.
I'm much more hopeful. There's work to be done, but I'm much more hopeful in the sense that more of us are thinking about how we show up as human, thinking about how we can make sure these systems don't take away from what defines humanity — even though there is a bit of resistance around that.
00:42:48 Dr Green 
I'm really excited to have you with us as a Fellow for a while now — you've already mentioned that you're going to be running a series of workshops.
00:42:58 Angela Oduor Lungati
Some will be virtual, some will be in person, but we'll let everyone know. I think the first step is really digesting what we learned, to then help shape what the other workshops will look like. But we'll continue to share updates, even on the AFP website and newsletter. And we have the penultimate event in October.
00:43:18 Dr Green 
I'm so looking forward to that. All listeners will be able to, as you said, learn more about it in the coming months, when they visit the Accelerator Fellowship Programme website.
Angela, I think this brings us to the end of the second podcast. I really enjoyed it. Thank you so much for taking the time — I know it's a super busy week for you here in Oxford.
00:43:42 Angela Oduor Lungati
Thank you for hosting us. I've really felt welcome and it's truly an honour to be a part of this programme.
00:43:46 Dr Green 
Thank you so much — it's our honour. 

This has been the Accelerating AI Ethics podcast at the Institute for Ethics in AI at the University of Oxford. If you've enjoyed this episode, please subscribe and share. Until next time, thank you for listening.
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