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Research background and purpose: Artificial intelligence (Al) is increasingly
embedded in sustainability initiatives, governance arrangements, and digital
communication systems, reshaping how information circulates, decisions
are made, and social value is distributed. While Al-driven systems enhance
efficiency and data-driven coordination, their organizational deployment
also intensifies challenges related to algorithmic opacity, misinformation,
legitimacy, social inequality, and fragmented governance. Existing research
remains fragmented across technical, ethical, and policy-oriented domains
and offers limited insight into how organizations simultaneously manage
these interconnected impacts. This study aims to develop an organization-
centered understanding of Al's societal implications by examining how Al-
driven transformations are mediated through organizational decision-making
and governance practices across media, culture, social identities, and public
policy.

Design/methodology/approach: The study adopts a qualitative, exploratory
scoping review methodology. It systematically synthesizes peer-reviewed
academic literature and selected international policy frameworks published
between 2019 and 2025. Using an inductive thematic synthesis, the review
maps recurring patterns and mechanisms through which Al's social
implications materialize within organizational contexts, with a focus on
conceptual integration rather than causal evaluation.

Findings: The findings show that Al's societal impacts are not direct
technological effects but outcomes of organizational governance choices
under conditions of fragmented regulation. Indigital media, algorithmic ranking,
personalization, and moderation restructure information visibility through
organizational dependence on opaque platform infrastructures, creating
legitimacy and accountability risks. In cultural contexts, Al gains legitimacy
through dominant narratives of efficiency and objectivity while reinforcing
embedded norms and symbolic authority. Regarding social identities, Al-
driven organizational practices reconfigure work roles, agency, and access
to resources in socially stratified ways. At the policy level, fragmented Al
governance shifts responsibility toward organizations, positioning them as
central intermediaries translating regulatory expectations into operational
practice.

Value added and limitations: This study contributes by integrating dispersed
literatures into an organization-centered framework that links Al, governance,
and social impact. It highlights organizational responsibility as a key
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determinant of whether Al supports inclusive and sustainable development.
The study is limited by its qualitative scoping review design and reliance on
secondary sources. Future research should pursue comparative empirical
studies and examine organizational decision-making processes in greater
depth.
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1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) has emerged as a transformative force across multiple
domains, influencing sustainability, governance, digital communication and broader
patterns of social progress. Through advanced data analysis, predictive capabilities and
automation, Al offers significant opportunities to address complex societal challenges
and to support progress toward the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) (Vinuesa et al., 2020). As a global framework aimed at fostering peace,
prosperity and environmental responsibility, the SDGs explicitly recognize the
potential of digital and Al-driven technologies to accelerate sustainable development
trajectories (Palomares et al., 2021).

At the same time, the integration of Al into decision-making processes introduces
profound societal implications that extend beyond technological efficiency. Al-enabled
automation has been shown to enhance productivity, optimize resource allocation
and stimulate innovation across sectors such as public administration, media and
digital governance (Kulal et al., 2024; Suri, 2024). However, the rapid diffusion of Al
systems also raises ethical concerns, governance challenges and risks of socio-economic
inequality, particularly in relation to transparency, accountability and uneven access
to technological benefits (Varoquaux et al., 2025). Importantly, AI's contribution to
sustainability is not limited to reductions in energy, water or land use; it increasingly
shapes environmental governance practices by informing policy design, regulatory
oversight and institutional coordination. Addressing these multifaceted effects requires
interdisciplinary approaches that integrate systems thinking, design perspectives and
behavioral insights to achieve socially sustainable outcomes (Nishant et al., 2020;
Vinuesa et al., 2020).

Although AI research has expanded rapidly across technical, ethical, and policy-
oriented disciplines, its societal implications remain unevenly integrated within
management and organizational studies. Organizations constitute key sites where
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Al-driven transformations are designed, implemented, and governed, acting as
intermediaries between technological innovation and broader social outcomes
(Shrestha et al., 2019; Radanliev, 2025, 2022). Consequently, understanding ATI’s
societal impacts requires a management-oriented perspective, as organizations
operate simultaneously as adopters, governance actors, and strategic decision-makers
shaping how AI systems influence media practices, cultural norms, social identities,
and public policy processes. This perspective foregrounds organizational decision-
making, institutional pressures, legitimacy concerns, and responsibility allocation as
central mechanisms through which AI produces social effects (Bankins et al., 2024;
Qian et al., 2024; Batool et al., 2025).

Beyond the organizational boundary, Al-driven social impacts increasingly
materialize through interconnected domains such as media, culture, social identities
and public policy. AI-powered platforms influence public discourse through algorithmic
content curation, automated journalism and data-driven recommendation systems,
reshaping media trust and democratic communication (Ioscote et al., 2024; Sonni et al.,
2024). Simultaneously, Al acts as a cultural producer by transforming creative practices,
content generation and symbolic meaning-making, while also redefining professional
identities and employment relations through automation and algorithmic management
(Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025; Reis & Pinheiro Junior, 2025). In the policy domain, Al
both enables evidence-based governance and introduces regulatory challenges related
to data privacy, algorithmic bias and fragmented oversight regimes (Fulton et al., 2024;
Zhang & Zhang, 2023).

Despite the growing body of literature addressing these dimensions, existing
research remains highly fragmented. Studies on AI governance and regulation often
privilege legal instruments and ethical principles, analyses of algorithmic bias and
inequality focus on distributive consequences, media and communication research
examines information flows and public opinion, and management studies concentrate
on organizational performance and adoption dynamics (Bircan & Ozbilgin, 2025;
Birkstedt et al., 2023; Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025; Gehl Sampath, 2021; Pierson et al.,
2023; Saeidnia etal., 2025). As a result, existing studies fail to explain how organizations
simultaneously manage legitimacy, responsibility, and strategic trade-offs across these
domains, despite being central actors in the design, deployment, and governance of Al
systems.

From a management and organizational perspective, this fragmentation is particularly
consequential. Organizations increasingly operate at the intersection of technological
innovation, social expectations and regulatory demands, yet existing studies
rarely conceptualize AT’s social impacts as interconnected fields that jointly shape
organizational legitimacy, responsibility and strategic governance (Beckman et al., 2024;
Carter, 2020; Tyagi et al., 2024; Ibafiez & Olmeda, 2022; Kerr et al., 2020). Moreover,
much of the current literature is empirically and conceptually skewed toward high-
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income and Western contexts, obscuring how Al-related social impacts may vary across
different institutional, cultural and regulatory environments (Orr & Davis, 2020; Walter,
2024; Sklavos et al., 2024; Ilcic et al., 2025). These limitations underscore the need for
integrative, organization-centered analyses that situate AI’s societal implications within
broader management and governance frameworks (Af Malmborg & Trondal, 2023; Sifat,
2023; Horneber, 2025; van Noordt et al., 2025).

Within management and organizational scholarship, AI has increasingly been
examined in relation to strategy, work organization, governance structures and
organizational legitimacy (Camilleri, 2024; Oztiirk, 2021). Existing studies largely
emphasize efficiency gains, automation and ethical risks, while treating broader social
consequences as secondary or indirect outcomes rather than as structurally embedded
processes shaping organizational-societal relations (Birkhead et al., 2015; Erman
& Furendal, 2024; Rudko et al., 2024). This partial engagement has contributed to
the parallel development of research streams on Al governance, media, culture and
inequality, limiting their integration within a coherent management-oriented analytical
perspective.

The purpose of this study is to develop an organization-centered understanding of
the socio-political, ethical, and governance implications of artificial intelligence in the
context of sustainable development and digital communication. Rather than examining
AT as a purely technical or policy-driven phenomenon, the study focuses on how
Al-driven transformations are mediated through organizational decision-making,
institutional arrangements, and governance practices across multiple social domains.
In doing so, the study advances an integrative analytical perspective that connects Al-
driven organizational practices with social outcomes across media, culture, identities,
and public policy.

Building on a qualitative exploratory synthesis of interdisciplinary research, the study
concentrates on four interconnected fields in which AT’s societal impacts are most visible
and consequential for organizations: digital media, cultural production, social identities,
and public policy. By integrating insights from these domains, the analysis aims to clarify
how AI simultaneously reshapes communication ecosystems, cultural norms, identity
structures, and governance mechanisms within and around organizations.

Taken together, these considerations point to the need for an organization-centered
synthesis that explains how Al-driven social transformations are mediated through
managerial and governance practices. Guided by this perspective, the study addresses
the following research questions:

RQI: How do Al-driven organizational practices influence sustainable governance

and digital communication ecosystems, particularly in the context of media and
information flows?
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RQ2: What ethical and policy challenges emerge from organizational uses of Al in relation
to algorithmic bias, misinformation, and governance fragmentation?

RQ3: How can organizational strategies and governance frameworks leverage Al
technologies to support more equitable and inclusive forms of sustainable
development?

By addressing these questions, the study seeks to move beyond descriptive accounts
of AT’s benefits and risks and toward a more systematic conceptualization of AI-driven
social transformation. The analysis contributes to management and organizational
scholarship by synthesizing fragmented literatures into an integrated framework that
highlights organizations as key mediators of AD’s societal effects. In doing so, the study
provides a conceptual foundation for future research on Al governance, organizational
responsibility, and sustainability-oriented digital transformation.

2. Methods

This study employs a qualitative scoping review to systematically map, organize, and
synthesize interdisciplinary research on the social, ethical, and governance implications
of Al from a management and organizational perspective. A scoping review is appropriate
given the conceptual heterogeneity, fragmented evidence base, and rapid evolution of
Al-related scholarship across management, social sciences, media studies, and policy
research. Rather than assessing causal effects or intervention outcomes, the objective
is analytical and conceptual: to identify dominant patterns, tensions, and gaps that
characterize how AT’s societal impacts are mediated through organizational decision-
making and governance structures.

The review follows an exploratory and interpretive design consistent with established
scoping review principles. It focuses on peer-reviewed academic literature and selected
international policy frameworks that explicitly address Al in relation to governance,
sustainability, digital communication, or organizational contexts. The temporal scope
was limited to publications from January 2019 to March 2025 to capture the period in
which AI diffusion accelerated alongside intensified regulatory, ethical, and societal
debate. This timeframe reflects both the maturation of Al applications and the emergence
of global governance initiatives.

The primary academic sources were the Web of Science Core Collection and Scopus
databases, selected for their comprehensive coverage of management, social science, and
interdisciplinary Al-related research. In addition, analytically relevant policy documents
from major international organizations (OECD, UNESCO) and the European Union’s Al
Act were included to contextualize organizational practices within evolving governance
frameworks. These policy texts were treated as conceptual and regulatory reference
materials rather than as empirical data sources.

358 | Al organizational governance, and sustainable development: social welfare risks,
challenges, and policy implications



Management
2026
Vol. 30, No. 1

www.management-poland.com

A structured search strategy was applied using database-specific Boolean expressions
that combined three conceptual blocks: (1) Al-related terms, (2) social impact
domains, and (3) organizational or governance contexts. Searches were conducted
across titles, abstracts, and author keywords, and were restricted to English-language,
peer-reviewed journal articles. The same conceptual structure was retained across
databases, with syntax adapted to platform-specific requirements. For the Web of
Science Core Collection, a topic search was conducted using the following query:
TS = ((“artificial intelligence” OR “AI” OR “algorithmic systems” OR “machine
learning” OR “automation”) AND (media OR culture OR identity OR identities OR
“social identity” OR policy OR governance) AND (organization* OR management OR
institution* OR societal)).

For Scopus, the search was applied to titles, abstracts, and keywords using an
equivalent Boolean structure: TITLE-ABS-KEY ((“artificial intelligence” OR “AI”
OR “algorithmic systems” OR “machine learning” OR “automation”) AND (media
OR culture OR identity OR identities OR “social identity” OR policy OR governance)
AND (organization* OR management OR institution* OR societal)). This structured
approach ensured conceptual consistency across databases while allowing for
database-specific syntax, thereby enhancing transparency and enabling replication
of the search process.

Studies were included if they: (i) explicitly addressed AI or algorithmic systems;
(ii) examined social, cultural, identity-related, media, or policy implications; and (iii)
offered conceptual, empirical, or policy-relevant insights applicable to organizational
or societal contexts. Studies were excluded if they focused exclusively on technical or
engineering aspects without social analysis, referred to Al only tangentially, or lacked
sufficient analytical depth to inform thematic synthesis.

The screening process was conducted in two stages. First, titles and abstracts were
reviewed to remove clearly irrelevant records. Second, full texts were assessed against
the predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria. Duplicate records were removed prior to
screening. This staged process resulted in a purposive and thematically coherent corpus
that reflects the interdisciplinary nature of Al-related social research while maintaining
a clear management and organizational focus.

For each included study, key analytical information was extracted, including
publication context, disciplinary orientation, geographical focus, and core findings
related to ADs social implications. A qualitative thematic synthesis was then conducted
through iterative coding and comparison. Rather than relying on predefined categories,
themes were derived inductively and refined through repeated engagement with the
literature and relevant theoretical debates.

This process resulted in four interrelated analytical fields that structure the Results
section: (i) Al and digital media, (ii) AI and cultural production, (iii) AI, social
identities, and inequality, and (iv) Al governance, and public policy. These fields

359 | HAFIZE NURGUL DURMUS SENYAPAR



Management
2026
Vol. 30, No. 1

www.management-poland.com

are treated as analytically interconnected rather than isolated domains, reflecting
how organizational decision-making mediates AI’s societal effects across multiple
contexts.

Analytical rigor was ensured through the use of a documented review protocol,
transparent inclusion criteria, and iterative theme refinement. The study emphasizes
analytical generalization rather than statistical representativeness, aiming to advance
conceptual clarity and theory development within management and organizational
scholarship. Limitations related to secondary data reliance, Western-centric literature,
and the evolving nature of AI research are addressed explicitly in the Discussion
section.

3. Results

This section presents a thematic synthesis of the reviewed literature, focusing on
recurring patterns, convergences and analytical insights rather than individual study
summaries. Drawing on the scoping review process, the findings are organized around
four interrelated fields, media, culture, identities and public policy, which together
capture the primary ways in which Al reshapes social dynamics across organizational
and societal contexts.

3.1. Al, media, and organizational control over information flows

This subsection synthesizes the reviewed literature by focusing on how Al-driven media
transformations operate through organizational decision-making and governance
structures, rather than summarizing individual empirical cases. The findings highlight
recurring organizational mechanisms through which AI reshapes information flows,
visibility, and communicative power within digital media ecosystems.

Across the literature, a central and consistent finding is that Al-driven systems
fundamentally reconfigure media environments by mediating information visibility,
circulation, and credibility. Algorithmic ranking, personalization, and automated
moderation systems actively structure public discourse by determining which content
is amplified, deprioritized, or removed (Gorwa et al., 2020; Rieder & Skop, 2021; Serttas
et al., 2025). These processes are not neutral technical operations but are embedded in
organizational strategies oriented toward engagement optimization, risk management,
and commercial performance (Cao et al., 2021; Jarrahi et al., 2021).

The literature further demonstrates that organizational reliance on algorithmic
systems increasingly redistributes informational power toward platform-based
infrastructures. Media organizations and content producers depend on Al-driven
recommendation and distribution mechanisms controlled by dominant platforms,
which shapes agenda-setting and narrative control (Sartori & Theodorou, 2022;
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Simon, 2022; Voinea, 2025). This dependency constrains organizational autonomy, as
decisions regarding visibility and reach are delegated to proprietary systems whose
operational logic remains largely opaque (Kinowska & Sienkiewicz, 2023; Zhang et
al., 2025).

Opacityemergesasaseconddominantanalytical pattern. Studies consistentlyreportthat
algorithmic decision-making processes lack transparency, limiting both organizational
oversight and public accountability (Felzmann et al., 2020; Von Eschenbach, 2021). Media
organizations often cannot fully explain or contest why specific content is promoted or
suppressed, particularly when moderation and ranking are governed by third-party Al
systems (Gongane et al., 2022; Gorwa & Veale, 2024). This opacity weakens trust and
complicates responsibility allocation in cases of misinformation, over-censorship, or
inconsistent enforcement (Gorwa et al., 2020; Ozanne et al., 2022).

Algorithmic bias further intensifies these challenges. Models trained on historical
and engagement-driven data tend to reproduce existing social, political, and cultural
biases, privileging dominant narratives while marginalizing alternative or minority
perspectives (Abokhodair et al., 2024; Willcox, 2025). Recommendation systems
optimized for attention and emotional engagement contribute to filter bubbles and
ideological polarization, fragmenting democratic debate and public deliberation (Bellina
etal., 2023; Park & Park, 2024). These outcomes expose organizations to reputational and
legitimacy risks, even when algorithmic decisions are partially externalized to platform
providers.

Taken together, the synthesized findings indicate that AI-driven media transformation
constitutes a structural reorganization of organizational control over information
flows rather than a purely technological upgrade. Media-related challenges such as
misinformation, trust erosion, and polarization are closely linked to organizational
governance choices concerning Al adoption, oversight, and strategic dependency
on platform infrastructures (Lamprou et al., 2025; Simon, 2022). Consequently, Al
functions not merely as a media tool but as a force that reshapes organizational decision
spaces, redistributes responsibility, and redefines legitimacy in digital communication
ecosystems.

3.2. Cultural norms and organizational legitimation of Al

The reviewed literature consistently demonstrates that artificial intelligence is not
culturally neutral but operates as a normatively embedded system whose social
meaning is produced and stabilized through organizational practices. Across sectors,
Al adoption is framed by dominant cultural narratives emphasizing efliciency,
objectivity, innovation, and rationality, which organizations mobilize to legitimize
algorithmic decision-making internally and externally (Birkstedt et al., 2023;
Camilleri, 2024; Gillespie et al., 2023). These narratives position AI not merely as

361 | HAFIZE NURGUL DURMUS SENYAPAR



Management
2026
Vol. 30, No. 1

www.management-poland.com

a technical enhancement but as a symbol of modernity and strategic competence,
allowing organizations to justify automation, data-driven control, and restructuring
while downplaying social and ethical trade-offs.

A recurrent theme in the literature is that organizational legitimation of AI relies
on the alignment between algorithmic systems and prevailing cultural expectations
regarding progress and professionalism. AI systems tend to encode dominant values
embedded in historical data, institutional routines, and managerial assumptions,
thereby reproducing rather than challenging existing social hierarchies (Muldoon &
Wu, 2023). Organizations frequently present these outcomes as technically inevitable
or culturally appropriate, framing algorithmic outputs as neutral reflections of
reality rather than socially constructed judgments. This process contributes to
the normalization of algorithmic authority, where Al-driven classifications and
recommendations acquire symbolic legitimacy within organizational fields (Oztiirk,
2021; Radanliev, 2025).

The literature further highlights cultural ambivalence as a defining condition
of AI legitimation. While AI is associated with innovation and competitiveness, it
simultaneously evokes concerns related to dehumanization, loss of professional judgment,
and erosion of moral responsibility (Bankins et al., 2024; Erman & Furendal, 2024;
Rudko et al., 2024). Organizations respond to this tension through discursive strategies
that emphasize human oversight, ethical guidelines, and responsibility frameworks, even
when decision authority is substantially delegated to algorithmic systems. Such symbolic
assurances function as legitimacy buffers, mitigating resistance from employees, users,
and regulators without necessarily altering underlying power asymmetries (Bankins et
al., 2024; Birkstedt et al., 2023).

Overall, the synthesis indicates that cultural norms play a central role in shaping
how Al is interpreted, accepted, and institutionalized within organizations. Al gains
legitimacy not through technical performance alone, but through its alignment with
culturally embedded notions of rationality, efficiency, and authority. Consequently,
organizational adoption of Al should be understood as a cultural process as much as
a technological one, where legitimacy is continuously negotiated through narratives,
symbols, and governance practices rather than secured by algorithmic capability
itself.

3.3. Al, organizational practices, and identity reconfiguration

The literature consistently demonstrates that artificial intelligence reshapes social
identities primarily through organizational practices, managerial decision-making,
and institutionalized forms of algorithmic governance. Rather than operating as an
abstract technological force, Al intervenes in identity formation by reorganizing how
individuals are evaluated, categorized, and governed within organizational systems
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(Dwivedi et al., 2023). In this respect, identity reconfiguration emerges not merely as an
individual-level psychological outcome but as a structurally mediated process embedded
in organizational routines, data infrastructures, and performance logics.

Across multiple organizational domains, Al-driven systems increasingly influence
access to employment, professional recognition, and material resources. In recruitment
and human resource management, algorithmic screening tools rely on historical data
to evaluate candidates, often reproducing existing gendered and racialized employment
patterns (Wilson & Caliskan, 2024). These systems redefine professional identity by
privileging datafied indicators of “fit” and “potential,” thereby shifting agency away
from human judgment toward opaque algorithmic criteria. As a result, workers are
increasingly positioned as algorithmically legible subjects whose employability and value
are continuously assessed through automated metrics rather than contextual expertise
or lived experience.

Similar dynamics are observed in public-sector organizations, where AI-supported
decision-making systems are deployed in areas such as welfare distribution, taxation,
policing, and public administration. Predictive analytics and risk-scoring tools are often
justified in terms of efficiency and objectivity; however, empirical evidence indicates
that these systems frequently encode historical biases and institutional inequalities
(Benjamin, 2019). In welfare administration, automated eligibility assessments have been
shown to exclude vulnerable populations without transparent justification or effective
appeal mechanisms, leading to identity erosion and a loss of institutional trust (Larsson,
2021). These processes transform citizens’ identities from rights-bearing subjects into
risk profiles managed through algorithmic surveillance.

From an organizational perspective, Al-driven identity reconfiguration is unevenly
distributed and socially stratified. Highly skilled professionals working in data-intensive
or managerial roles may experience identity enhancement, characterized by increased
decision authority and symbolic status. In contrast, low-skilled workers and marginalized
groups are more likely to experience precarity, deskilling, and exclusion as algorithmic
management systems prioritize efficiency and standardization over contextual judgment
(Zhang et al., 2025). This asymmetry reinforces existing power relations within
organizations and labor markets, positioning Al as a stratifying mechanism rather than
a neutral productivity tool.

Beyond employment contexts, Al-driven identity formation is further shaped
by organizational control over data, language, and representation. The dominance
of English-language datasets and Western-centric training corpora systematically
marginalizes non-dominant linguistic and cultural identities, limiting the accuracy and
inclusiveness of AI-enabled services (Oloyede, 2025). Organizational decisions regarding
dataset selection and model deployment thus have direct implications for whose identities
are rendered visible, intelligible, or excluded within digital systems.
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Surveillance-oriented organizational practices intensify these identity risks. The
integration of facial recognition, biometric tracking, and behavioral analytics into
both corporate and public governance infrastructures has raised significant concerns
regarding autonomy, consent, and misidentification (Fard et al., 2023; Talay, 2025).
Empirical studies demonstrate that these systems disproportionately misidentify
women and racialized groups, exposing them to heightened risks of stigmatization
and institutional harm. When such technologies are normalized within organizational
governance, identity becomes a site of continuous monitoring rather than self-determined
expression.

Taken together, the literature indicates that Al-driven identity reconfiguration is
best understood as an outcome of organizational design choices rather than as an
inevitable consequence of technological advancement. Organizational accountability,
transparency mechanisms, and human oversight play a decisive role in determining
whether AI systems contribute to empowerment or marginalization (Cheong, 2024;
Olatunji Akinrinola et al., 2024) Without deliberate governance interventions, Al
risks consolidating asymmetrical power relations and transforming identity into
a managerial object governed by algorithmic rationality rather than social justice
considerations.

3.4. Organizational responsibility in fragmented Al governance regimes

The synthesized literature converges on a critical finding: contemporary Al governance is
characterized by fragmentation across regulatory, institutional, and sectoral boundaries,
with organizations positioned at the center of this fragmented landscape. Rather
than operating within coherent and harmonized governance regimes, organizations
increasingly navigate overlapping, incomplete, or inconsistent regulatory expectations
that vary across jurisdictions and policy domains (Veale et al., 2023). This fragmentation
shifts governance from a primarily state-centered function toward hybrid arrangements
in which organizational decision-making plays a decisive role in shaping the social
consequences of Al deployment.

Across the reviewed studies, regulatory divergence emerges as a persistent structural
condition rather than a temporary transitional phase. While some contexts-most notably
the European Union-have adopted risk-based regulatory frameworks that emphasize
accountability, explainability, and proportional oversight, many other regions continue
to rely on soft law, voluntary guidelines, or market-driven self-regulation (Laux, 2024).
As a result, organizations operating transnationally face asymmetric governance
environments, encouraging strategic compliance, selective adaptation, or regulatory
arbitrage. The literature indicates that such conditions weaken the enforceability of
ethical AI principles and complicate the attribution of responsibility when algorithmic
harms occur.
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A recurring analytical insight concerns the reallocation of responsibility under
fragmented governance regimes. Although governments formally retain regulatory
authority, organizations are increasingly expected to internalize governance functions
through ethical frameworks, impact assessments, audit mechanisms, and transparency
initiatives (De Almeida & Dos Santos Janior, 2025). This shift effectively positions
organizations as intermediaries translating abstract policy principles into operational
practices. However, the evidence suggests that organizational self-governance remains
uneven in scope and rigor, often constrained by commercial incentives, proprietary
technologies, and limited external oversight (Akhai, 2023).

The concentration of AI development and deployment within large technology
firms further intensifies these challenges. Dominant platform providers not only
control critical data infrastructures and algorithmic architectures but also shape
de facto global standards through proprietary systems that resist public scrutiny
(Mirishli, 2025). The prevalence of opaque “black-box” models restricts the capacity
of regulators, civil society, and even adopting organizations to evaluate bias, fairness,
or accountability effectively. Consequently, responsibility becomes diffused across
complex organizational networks, obscuring causal links between decision-making
processes and social outcomes.

Beyond formal regulation, the literature emphasizes the growing normative
expectation that organizations contribute proactively to socially responsible Al
governance. International organizations such as UNESCO, the OECD, and the G20
promote principles centered on human rights, inclusivity, and sustainability, yet their
implementation relies heavily on voluntary organizational commitment (Ko, 2023). In
practice, this reliance produces significant variation in how ethical commitments are
operationalized, monitored, and enforced. Organizations with greater resources and
institutional capacity are more likely to adopt comprehensive governance mechanisms,
while others implement symbolic or minimal compliance strategies.

Taken together, the findings suggest that fragmented AI governance regimes do
not merely create regulatory uncertainty; they fundamentally reshape organizational
responsibility. Organizations are no longer passive rule-takers but active governance
actors whose strategic choices influence the distribution of risks, benefits, and
accountability associated with AI systems. This positioning underscores a central
tension identified across the literature: without clearer alignment between public policy
objectives and organizational governance practices, Al risks amplifying inequality,
opacity, and institutional failure rather than supporting sustainable and inclusive
development (Doyle, 2017).

The synthesized findings across media, culture, identity, and public policy
converge on a central insight: the social impacts of AI do not operate in isolation
but materialize through organizational decision-making under conditions of
fragmented governance. Rather than facing discrete challenges, organizations

365 | HAFIZE NURGUL DURMUS SENYAPAR



Management
2026
Vol. 30, No. 1

www.management-poland.com

confront interconnected pressures related to informational control, normative
legitimacy, workforce stratification, and regulatory responsibility. These pressures
jointly shape how AI systems are designed, deployed, and justified. Accordingly,
effective Al governance cannot be reduced to regulatory compliance alone; it requires
organizations to actively coordinate legitimacy management, ethical responsibility,
and strategic trade-offs across multiple social domains. Table 1 consolidates these
interdependencies by linking each analytical field to the specific organizational
tensions and governance responsibilities it generates.

Table 1. Interconnected fields of Al's social impact and organizational
governance implications

Analytical . . N g
field vt Core social dynamic Organizational governance tension
Media Algorithmic control over visibility, Managing reputation, legitimacy, and
ranking, and information circulation accountability under opaque platform
dependencies
Culture Normative ambivalence toward Al as Securing cultural legitimacy while
both progress and threat addressing ethical concerns and resistance
to automation
Identity Uneven reconfiguration of work roles, | Balancing efficiency-driven automation
agency, and professional value with equity, inclusion, and workforce
stability
Public Fragmented and uneven Al Translating regulatory expectations into
Policy governance regimes internal governance, self-regulation, and
responsibility allocation

Source: own study based on an integrative synthesis of the reviewed literature

3.5. Toward equitable and inclusive organizational Al strategies

The findings indicate that achieving equitable and inclusive outcomes from artificial
intelligence depends less on technological capability alone than on organizational
strategies, governance choices, and normative commitments. Across sectors,
organizations act as the primary intermediaries through which AI systems are
designed, procured, implemented, and evaluated. As a result, inequalities associated
with Al—such as algorithmic bias, exclusion, and uneven access—are not merely
technical failures but outcomes of organizational decision-making and institutional
priorities (Tilmes, 2022).
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An inclusive organizational Al strategy requires moving beyond efficiency-oriented
adoption toward responsibility-oriented governance. Studies emphasize that when
organizations prioritize cost reduction, speed, or market dominance, fairness and
social inclusion are often treated as secondary considerations (Wang et al., 2021). In
contrast, organizations that embed ethical oversight, human review mechanisms, and
participatory design principles into AI deployment are better positioned to mitigate
discriminatory outcomes and enhance social legitimacy(Panarese et al., 2025). This
highlights the importance of governance structures that assign clear responsibility for
Al-related harms rather than diffusing accountability across automated systems.

Equity-oriented Al strategies also depend on organizational capacity for transparency
and reflexivity. Algorithmic opacity limits the ability of affected individuals and groups
to contest decisions, particularly in high-stakes domains such as welfare provision,
employment, healthcare, and public administration (Li et al., 2022; Zhong et al., 2025).
Research consistently shows that explainability, auditability, and documentation
practices are not merely technical features but organizational commitments shaped by
leadership priorities and regulatory cultures (Akhai, 2023; Veale et al., 2023). Without
such commitments, Al systems risk reinforcing existing power asymmetries while
remaining insulated from democratic scrutiny.

Digital literacy and institutional learning emerge as additional pillars of inclusive Al
governance. Organizations that invest in Al literacy—not only for technical staff but also
for managers, policymakers, and frontline workers—are better equipped to recognize
bias, question automated outputs, and intervene when systems produce harmful
effects (Strauf3, 2021). Conversely, low institutional awareness increases the likelihood
of automation bias, where human decision-makers defer uncritically to algorithmic
recommendations (Laux & Ruschemeier, 2025).

At a broader level, the literature underscores the need for alignment between
organizational practices and emerging international governance frameworks. While
global initiatives promoted by organizations such as UNESCO and the OECD
emphasize fairness, inclusiveness, and human-centered Al their effectiveness ultimately
depends on how organizations translate these principles into operational rules and
everyday practices (Ko, 2023; Lund et al., 2025). Fragmented implementation, symbolic
compliance, or ethics-washing can undermine these frameworks, allowing inequitable
systems to persist behind formal commitments.

Taken together, these findings suggest that equitable and inclusive AI is not
a technological endpoint but an ongoing organizational process. Organizations shape
whether AT amplifies social inequalities or contributes to social welfare through choices
about governance, accountability, participation, and learning. Ensuring that Al serves
inclusive development therefore requires sustained organizational responsibility,
continuous evaluation, and a willingness to prioritize social equity alongside innovation
and performance.
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4. Discussion

This discussion interprets the synthesized findings in relation to the study’s research
questions, situates the contribution within management and organization studies, and
outlines key limitations and directions for future research. In line with the exploratory
and integrative scope of the review, the discussion does not introduce new empirical
material but analytically connects the results to existing debates on Al, organizational
governance, and social impact.

Regarding RQl - how Al-driven organizational practices influence sustainable
governance and digital communication ecosystems - the findings demonstrate
that AI reshapes media and information flows primarily through organizational
governance choices rather than through technical features alone. Algorithmic ranking,
personalization, and moderation systems aftect visibility, credibility, and public discourse
insofar as organizations embed these systems into platform strategies, risk management
practices, and performance logics. This interpretation aligns with prior work emphasizing
the organizational mediation of digital technologies in communication and governance
(Medaglia & Tangi, 2022; Pierson etal., 2023). The results extend this literature by showing
that media-related challenges such as misinformation, trust erosion, and polarization
are closely tied to organizational dependence on opaque platform infrastructures and
delegated algorithmic control.

In relation to RQ2, which addresses ethical and policy challenges arising from
organizational uses of AI, the synthesis highlights governance fragmentation as
a central condition shaping responsibility and accountability. Across the reviewed
studies, algorithmic bias, limited explainability, and responsibility diffusion are not
isolated ethical failures but structural outcomes of uneven regulatory environments and
organizational self-governance practices (Veale et al., 2023). These findings resonate with
scholarship on hybrid and soft-law governance of digital technologies (Radu, 2021), while
further demonstrating how fragmented regimes shift ethical burden onto organizations
without ensuring consistent oversight or enforcement.

Addressing RQ3, the results indicate that equitable and inclusive outcomes from
ATl depend on organizational strategies that integrate governance, accountability,
and learning rather than on technological sophistication alone. Identity-related
impacts - particularly in employment, welfare administration, and public services -
are shown to emerge through organizational design choices regarding data selection,
automation, and oversight. This supports and extends prior research arguing that Al
amplifies existing inequalities when organizational incentives prioritize efficiency
over inclusion (Xiao, 2025). Conversely, the findings suggest that organizations with
stronger governance capacities, transparency mechanisms, and human oversight
are better positioned to mitigate exclusionary effects and align AI deployment with
broader social objectives.
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The primary contribution of this study lies in its organization-centered integration
of AT’s social implications across media, culture, identity, and public policy. While
existing research often examines these domains in isolation, the synthesis demonstrates
that their effects are interconnected through recurring organizational mechanisms,
including algorithmic mediation, normative legitimation, and responsibility allocation.
By foregrounding organizations as active intermediaries rather than passive adopters of
AlJ, the study advances management and organization scholarship that seeks to move
beyond performance-oriented accounts of digital transformation.

Conceptually, the findings contribute to ongoing debates on digital governance
and organizational responsibility by framing AIs social impacts as contingent on
institutional context, organizational capability, and power asymmetries. This process-
oriented perspective complements prior work on digital transformation and technology
adoption by explicitly linking AI deployment to legitimacy management, workforce
stratification, and governance alignment (Canbul Yaroglu, 2024; Humberd & Latham,
2025). Rather than proposing universal effects of Al the study clarifies the conditions
under which similar technologies generate divergent outcomes across organizational
and regulatory settings.

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study is based on an exploratory
scoping review of secondary sources, which limits the ability to draw context-specific
or causal inferences. While this approach is appropriate for synthesizing fragmented
literatures, it does not capture the lived experiences of organizational actors or the micro-
level dynamics of Al implementation. Second, the global scope of the review may obscure
regional variations in governance capacity, cultural acceptance, and institutional design,
particularly in low- and middle-income contexts. Third, although the analysis addresses
social and governance dimensions of Al, it does not provide quantitative assessments of
environmental or economic impacts associated with large-scale AI deployment.

Future research could address these limitations by conducting comparative empirical
studies across organizational and national contexts, with particular attention to under-
researched regions and sectors. Mixed-method designs combining qualitative insights
with quantitative measures would be valuable for examining how organizational
decision-making processes shape AI outcomes in practice. Further work is also needed
to explore how emerging regulatory frameworks are translated into internal governance
mechanisms and how organizational learning and digital literacy influence the long-
term sustainability and inclusiveness of AI-driven transformation.

Overall, the discussion underscores that AI's societal consequences are neither
technologically predetermined nor socially uniform. They are produced through
organizational choices made under conditions of fragmented governance and unequal
power. Understanding Al as an organizationally mediated process is therefore essential
for both theory development and the design of responsible, equitable, and sustainable AI
strategies.
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5. Conclusions

This study synthesized interdisciplinary research on AI’s social implications through
an organization-centered lens, focusing on how Al-related effects are mediated by
managerial choices, governance arrangements, and institutional environments.
Across the reviewed literature, three integrated conclusions address the research
questions.

Regarding RQI, AI reshapes digital communication ecosystems primarily
through organizationally embedded algorithmic governance. Systems for ranking,
personalization, and moderation reorganize information visibility and credibility,
but their social consequences are contingent on how organizations adopt,
outsource, and oversee these infrastructures. The evidence consistently indicates
that organizational dependency on opaque platform logics amplifies reputational
exposure and complicates accountability in cases of misinformation, inconsistent
enforcement, and trust erosion.

Regarding RQ2, the literature converges on governance fragmentation as a structural
condition that diffuses responsibility and weakens enforceability of ethical AI principles.
Divergent regulatory models, uneven institutional capacity, and the prevalence of
proprietary “black-box” systems encourage selective compliance and complicate harm
attribution across organizational networks. In this setting, organizations become de
facto governance actors, yet self-governance remains uneven and often constrained by
commercial incentives and limited external scrutiny.

Regarding RQ3, equity and inclusion emerge less as technical outputs of AI capability
and more as outcomes of organizational strategy, governance commitment, and
institutional learning. Al-driven identity reconfiguration in employment and public
services is consistently shown to be socially stratifying when efficiency-oriented
automation displaces contextual judgment, particularly for marginalized groups. The
evidence suggests that transparency, auditability, meaningful human oversight, and Al
literacy are necessary organizational conditions for mitigating exclusionary effects and
sustaining legitimacy.

The study’s main contribution is conceptual and integrative. It advances management
and organization studies by showing that AI’s social implications across media, culture,
identity, and public policy are not independent “impact areas” but mutually reinforcing
domains that materialize through organizational decision-making under fragmented
governance. By foregrounding legitimacy management, responsibility allocation, and
strategic trade-offs as cross-cutting mechanisms, the study addresses the literature
gap identified in the Introduction: why existing research struggles to explain how
organizations simultaneously manage competing pressures across these domains despite
being central intermediaries of Al deployment. In doing so, it complements sustainability-
oriented AI debates by linking SDG-relevant ambitions to organizational governance
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realities rather than treating sustainability effects as detached from institutions and
managerial practice.

For organizational leaders and managers, the findings imply that AI adoption
should be governed as a legitimacy- and responsibility-intensive transformation, not
an operational optimization project. Decisions about procurement, outsourcing to
platform infrastructures, model transparency, and human oversight directly shape trust,
reputational risk, and the organization’s exposure to accountability disputes.

For policymakers and regulators, the synthesis highlights that rule design alone is
insufficient when implementation relies heavily on organizational self-governance in
uneven regulatory landscapes. Effective governance requires enforceable alignment
mechanisms that translate high-level principles into auditable organizational practices,
reducing incentives for regulatory arbitrage and responsibility diffusion.

For platform firms and AI providers, the evidence underscores that opacity is not

merely a technical limitation but a governance choice with downstream social and
institutional consequences. Increasing explainability, documentation, and contestability
is central to credible accountability in high-stakes contexts, particularly where third-
party systems shape information flows and eligibility decisions.
For civil society, professional bodies, and educators, the findings support investment in AI
literacy as an institutional capability—not only for technical staff, but for managers and
frontline decision-makers—so that automated outputs can be questioned and corrected
rather than deferred to by default.

This study has limitations consistent with its scoping-review design. First, the
synthesis prioritizes conceptual mapping over causal inference; it identifies patterns
and mechanisms but does not estimate effect sizes or test causality. Second, the
corpus is restricted to English-language peer-reviewed journal articles and selected
policy frameworks, which may underrepresent locally grounded scholarship and
non-English debates, particularly from low- and middle-income contexts highlighted
as under-examined in the Introduction. Third, Al is treated as a broad category to
preserve analytical coherence; this may mask variation across distinct Al applications
(e.g., generative systems, algorithmic management, decision-support in welfare
administration).

Future research can build on these constraints by (i) conducting comparative empirical
studies of organizational AI governance across regulatory regimes and cultural settings,
(ii) disaggregating AI applications to test which configurations most strongly shape
legitimacy, accountability, and inclusion outcomes, and (iii) examining the internal
organizational processes through which AI governance is negotiated (e.g., conflict
between compliance, performance, and ethics functions), including longitudinal designs
that capture change over time.

The reviewed evidence supports a clear practical conclusion: socially sustainable
AT is not achieved by technological performance alone. It requires organizations to
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operationalize responsibility through governance structures that make AI systems
transparent enough to be accountable, inclusive enough to avoid systematic exclusion,
and aligned enough with public policy objectives to prevent fragmented oversight
from becoming institutionalized failure. International principle-setting efforts remain
important, but their societal value depends on how organizations convert them into
enforceable routines, auditable controls, and learning-oriented practices in everyday
decision-making.
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