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Abstract:

Purpose: This paper seeks to reframe the ongoing scholarly and policy discussions surrounding the societal obligations
associated with artificial intelligence (Al). While governments, regulatory bodies, researchers, media institutions, and
end-users have been repeatedly examined as responsible actors in the Al ecosystem, the corporate sector has received
comparatively limited conceptual attention. This study, therefore, advances a rearticulated understanding of corporate
responsibility by proposing a dedicated principle that anchors how businesses ought to confront the ethical and societal
implications of Al technologies.

Design/methodology/approach:The paper develops a conceptual argument structured around two analytical
moves. First, it positions Al governance concerns within the broader evolution of corporate social responsibility (CSR),
arguing that established CSR frameworks are no longer sufficient in the Al-driven business landscape. Second, it
theorizes what an updated CSR principle-one explicitly oriented toward the development and use of Al—should
encompass, drawing on emerging ethical norms, socio-technical debates, and global policy trends.

Findings: CSR principles have historically been shaped by prevailing ethical priorities and societal expectations. As Al
systems increasingly mediate decision-making, operations, and stakeholder relationships, corporations must account for
the preservation of meaningful human participation and value in Al-infused environments. This paper conceptualizes
this obligation as the principle of human relevance, a more pragmatic and future-oriented alternative to the
frequently invoked-but often impractical-ideal of human centrality. Similar to other CSR norms (e.g., integrity initiatives,
anti-corruption measures, and transparency commitments), this Al-related principle may begin as a voluntary corporate
standard but could crystallize into firmer regulatory expectations as societal demands evolve.

Originality/value: This study is among the first to argue systematically for the expansion of CSR principles to
explicitly address Al. The formulation of human relevance as the normative core of such a principle offers a fresh
intellectual lens, challenging existing assumptions and providing a more actionable orientation for corporate Al
responsibility.

Keywords: Artificial intelligence; Corporate governance; Al ethics; Corporate social responsibility; Socio-technical risk; Human

relevance; Responsible Al.
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ethical approaches to Al, with responsibility implicitly
falling onto corporations. Yet relying predominantly on
firms to govern Al is problematic: most adopt broad
aspirational value statements that do little to shape
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I.INTRODUCTION

The pace at which artificial intelligence (Al) is
advancing has intensified academic and policy
discussions about the social obligations attached to its
creation and use [|-4]. A large comparative study of Al
regulatory trends across thirty countries by Saheb and
Saheb [5] shows a persistent lack of clarity around
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day-to-day practice [4]. Meanwhile, academic literature

continues to generate diverse and sometimes
incompatible  ethical Al  frameworks, leaving
organisations and stakeholders with conceptual

ambiguity. This paper argues that the proliferation of
principles, guidelines and frameworks directed at
corporate Al ethics requires consolidation into a
single, coherent addition to the canon of corporate
social responsibility (CSR). Put differently, the existing
architecture of CSR needs revision to explicitly
incorporate the risks posed by Al development and
deployment. Concerns about the widespread,
uncritical or poorly governed adoption of Al across
personal, social and economic domains are escalating.
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Scholars, industry leaders and policymakers warn of
harms emerging from excessive automation and
technologisation, prompting calls for unified Al
governance-from voluntary frameworks to binding
regulatory systems.

For example, Koniakou [6] advocates for governance
anchored in universal human rights obligations
applicable to both public and private actors, while
Floridi and Cowls [7] advance a widely cited five
principle model comprising autonomy, justice,
beneficence, non- maleficence and explicability.
Likewise, Rendtorff [8] highlights autonomy,
vulnerability, dignity and integrity as key ethical
anchors. Such frameworks are vital for regulatory
development, yet they serve different actors in
different ways. States are required-by virtue of the
social contract-to design and enforce equitable legal
structures for Al. Corporations, by contrast, play a
dual role: as architects and beneficiaries of Al, they
must pursue economic value without compromising
societal well-being.

Despite rising regulatory action, the business sector
has not articulated a unified position on Al misuse. A
few technology leaders have voiced alarm, but
numerous cases reveal firms taking advantage of
regulatory gaps, sometimes by shifting sensitive
decisions from humans to algorithms to obscure
accountability [9]. To address this gap, the present
work situates Al-related corporate responsibilities
within the established CSR tradition.

Over the past century, CSR has evolved from a
narrow profit-maximisation doctrine to an expectation
that companies attend to a wide array of stakeholder
and societal concerns. Modern CSR requires
organisations to embed social considerations into
strategy, operations and governance. Since the 1990s,
CSR principles such as transparency, anti-corruption
and community investment have gained prominence.
As public expectations change, so must CSR.

Section | argues that the scale and speed of
technological transformation require an explicit Al-
focused CSR principle. This is developed through
several propositions supported by contemporary
scholarship. The paper's second contribution concerns
the substance of the proposed principle. While human-
centricity appears frequently in state-level Al
governance discourse, such a demanding standard is
not easily aligned with corporate profit obligations.
This study therefore proposes that the preservation of
human relevance-not human centrality-should form the

core of an Al-related CSR principle. Section 2
elaborates this proposal.

2, WHY A CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY PRINCIPLE FOR

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE?

2.1 Al-Related Responsibility and the Under-
examined Role of Business

Major societal challenges linked to Al stem from its
opacity, which complicates accountability; the
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replication of inequalities through automated decision
systems; widening social isolation due to labour
displacement; threats to autonomy; and the possibility
that humans may lose control over highly autonomous
systems or see them used maliciously [10-12]. Some
scholars further warn of remote yet profound dangers
associated with artificial general intelligence (AGI), a
hypothetical state in which machine intelligence
exceeds human capability and pursues misaligned goals
[13-15]. Others envision more optimistic futures
involving  collaboration  between humans and
emotionally aware robots [16,17]. Regardless of long-
term scenarios, consensus is clear on one point:
immediate risks require urgent attention, and
addressing current harms will help prevent future
crises.

This raises an essential question: who is responsible for
ensuring that Al evolves in ways consistent with human
interests? Dignum [10, p. 109] distributes responsibility
widely across developers, policymakers, users and
society at large. Yet when "everyone" is responsible,
coordination failures-characteristic of collective action
problems-are likely. To avoid such (failures,
responsibilities must be clearly allocated among the
main actors: civil society, researchers, governments,
international bodies and corporations. Although
responsibilities of scientists [I8], media institutions
[19] and states have been thoroughly discussed, the
role of business remains comparatively under-
theorised [20].

State responsibility is particularly complicated. Despite
the growing number of regulatory initiatives-including
the EU Al Act (2024) and the U.S. Executive Order on
Safe, Secure and Trustworthy Al (2023)-governments
face difficulty keeping pace with rapidly changing
technologies, balancing innovation and regulation, and
resolving conceptual uncertainty about what counts as
"Al" [21]. Cross-country comparisons reveal
considerable divergence in narratives and regulatory
strategies [22,5]. Even so, the corporate sector, which
builds and deploys the vast majority of high-impact Al
systems, has not been the focus of proportional
scholarly attention.

A necessary starting point, therefore, is to define
business responsibility in the Al domain with greater
clarity.

P1: The core of Al-related business responsibility must
be precisely conceptualised.

2.2 Towards an Al-Specific Corporate Social
Responsibility Principle

Any normative expectation guiding corporate conduct
in relation to Al falls within the remit of corporate
social responsibility. Despite being difficult to define
precisely, CSR commonly reflects several recurring
themes. Crane et al. [23] identify voluntariness, a
multi-stakeholder orientation and the balancing of
economic and social interests as central elements.
Dahlsrud [24] similarly points to stakeholder
engagement and the integration of economic, social
and environmental priorities. Kerr et al. [25]
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emphasise that CSR requires the fusion of financial
goals with broader societal considerations.
Reflecting this, Wickert and Risi [26, p. 22] describe

CSR as a broad framework through which
organisations  incorporate  ethical, social and
environmental responsibilities into strategy and
operations. Although such definitions provide a

conceptual foundation, they seldom translate directly
into actionable guidance. To address this, various CSR
principles have been developed since the early 1990s
[27], covering areas such as human rights,
environmental protection, consumer welfare and anti-
corruption. These have been reinforced by initiatives
like the Caux Round Table Principles (1994) and the
UN Global Compact (2000). As CSR evolved, scholars
observed a movement from purely normative
voluntarism to hybrid ethical-legal principles. Kerr et
al. [25] identified seven such principles, including
integrated decision-making, stakeholder engagement,
transparency, precaution and accountability.

Yet the transformative impact of Al reveals substantial
gaps in even the most advanced CSR models.

3. WHY EXISTING CSR PRINCIPLES ARE
INSUFFICIENT FOR Al

3.1 Limitations of Current CSR Frameworks
Some might argue that Al-related responsibilities are
already captured by principles like transparency or
accountability. Indeed, Renieris et al. [28] report that
90% of senior managers in major firms view
responsible Al as part of their CSR agenda. However,
Al introduces qualitatively distinct challenges [8]. First,
contemporary Al systems create new and far-reaching
harms that extend beyond past technological risks.
Second, regulatory frameworks remain fragmented and
slow to catch up, creating uncertainty and loopholes.
In such circumstances, corporate self-regulation
becomes especially important.

Yet even when firms seek to act responsibly, a
structural void persists: they lack a unifying moral or
normative principle that ties together existing
frameworks on fairness, transparency and dignity. A
foundational principle within CSR is needed to guide
corporate action in the Al era.

P2: A new CSR principle is required-one that directly
addresses the economic, political and social challenges
posed by Al.

3.2 Identifying the Ethical Foundation for an Al-
Focused CSR Principle

CSR principles exert influence across the regulatory
spectrum-from voluntary self- regulation to co-
regulation and eventually binding legislation [29,30].
Many began as moral expectations and later became
codified when voluntary efforts proved insufficient.
Anti-corruption is a prime example: initially grounded
in social norms of honesty, it evolved into a complex
regulatory domain.

Following this trajectory, any new Al related CSR
principle must rest on a universal moral foundation.
Human  dignity, despite varied philosophical
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interpretations, meets this criterion. It underpins the
international human rights system and is explicitly
recognised in documents such as the UN Charter, the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and numerous
national constitutions. Human dignity is already cited as
a rationale for responsible Al governance [31-33]. The
EU Al Act (2024) and civil society initiatives such as
the 2017 Asilomar Principles likewise foreground
dignity as a protected value.

This leads to the following proposition:

P3: An Al related CSR principle should be grounded in
the moral norm of human dignity.

4. PRESERVING HUMAN RELEVANCE: THE
FOUNDATION OF A NEW CSR PRINCIPLE
4.1 Why Human-Centric Al Is an Inappropriate
CSR Foundation

Human centric Al has become a dominant theme in
policy discussions. EU officials, for example, have
described the EU Al Act as a major step toward global
human-centric Al. The EU's ethical guidelines define
human-centric Al as systems developed and overseen
with human values and dignity at their core [34].
Scholars have expanded on this idea, emphasising
autonomy, explainability, human control and goal
alignment [35-37].

However, human centric Al is not an appropriate
foundation for a CSR principle for several reasons -
Although widely invoked in policy discussions, the idea
of "human-centric Al" does not provide a suitable
foundation for a CSR principle. The primary difficulty
lies in its tension with the economic purpose of
corporations: placing humans at the centre of all Al-
related decisions presupposes that firms can
subordinate commercial imperatives to broader social
aims, whereas CSR traditionally operates by balancing
rather than replacing economic objectives. Expecting
companies to uphold an uncompromising human-first
orientation would impose obligations that exceed the
practical and structural limits of corporate activity.
Moreover, human centricity functions more effectively
as a policy narrative than as an operational governance
standard. Its credibility depends heavily on the actor
articulating it; while governments can legitimately
promote human-centric visions, corporate adoption of
the term often risks being interpreted as symbolic or
superficial. The concept has also faced significant
theoretical and cultural criticism. Scholars such as
Floridi [38] view it as redundant and overly
anthropocentric, while Taylor et al. [39] raise concerns
about its conceptual ambiguity. Mhlambi [40] further
argues that its philosophical foundations reflect
predominantly Western individualistic traditions and
fail to account for relational or community-oriented
ethical frameworks. Taken together, these limitations
indicate that human- centricity cannot serve as a
coherent or credible basis for Al-related corporate
responsibility. What is needed instead is a principle
that is both normatively grounded and practically
aligned  with  corporate  realities—namely, a
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commitment to preserving human relevance in a world
increasingly shaped by Al systems.

Dimensions of Emerging Human Irrelevance
The most discussed form of declining human relevance
is economic irrelevance. A growing body of research
suggests that Al may usher in a post-work society
where many individuals cannot meaningfully participate
in labour markets [41-43]. Previous technological
revolutions displaced certain kinds of labour but also
created new forms of employment. Al differs by
challenging human capabilities across nearly all
occupations.  Non-professional jobs are most
vulnerable in the near term, while professional roles
may erode more slowly [44]. Although current
evidence, such as Delfanti and Frey [45], indicates
gradual rather than immediate displacement, long-term
trajectories point towards substantial job loss.
Economic irrelevance may give way to existential
irrelevance. Work provides meaning, dignity and social
identity. When work disappears, so too may the
psychological structures that enable purpose and self-
worth. While some envision a leisure-driven society
supported by universal basic income [46], empirical
research links unemployment to depression and
suicide [47]. At a societal level, the erosion of
meaningful work threatens the foundations of
democratic participation [48].

Al also accelerates political irrelevance. Algorithmic
influence on opinion formation, behaviour and
information exposure is well-documented [20,49,50].
This undermines democratic agency. As Al becomes
more accurate and efficient than humans in certain
decision domains, individuals may voluntarily cede
judgement to machines [1].

A related concern is ethical irrelevance. Al operates
through  formalised, binary structures, lacking
emotional intelligence, empathy or situational
sensitivity. Increasing dependence on such systems
risks diminishing appreciation for human moral
reasoning [51].

Emerging technologies also raise concerns about
evolutionary irrelevance. Genetic editing, enhancement
technologies and brain—-machine interfaces may allow
privileged groups to deviate from the shared human
evolutionary path [52]. Others, meanwhile, will be
shaped indirectly by Al systems that influence cognition
and behaviour [53].

This feeds into historical irrelevance: a technologically
transformed future humanity may feel little continuity
with present generations, weakening intergenerational
moral concern.

Finally, while less ethically charged, Al may result in
military irrelevance, as robotics replace humans on the
battlefield, diminishing traditional notions of honour,
sacrifice and soldierly identity [54].

These forms of irrelevance are interconnected.
Corporations hold considerable influence in preventing
economic irrelevance and partial influence in other
domains. The preservation of human relevance should
therefore anchor a new CSR principle for Al.

(44]

4, CONCLUSION
IMPLICATIONS

This paper has argued that corporations, as the
primary developers and deployers of Al, must shoulder
explicit responsibility for mitigating its risks alongside
governments. Two central claims were presented.
First, the paper identified the need for a dedicated Al-
related CSR principle that synthesises dispersed
expectations concerning transparency, precaution,
accountability and dignity. Second, it proposed that the
principle should centre on preserving human relevance
rather than embracing the more aspirational yet less
practical concept of human-centricity.

The study makes two theoretical contributions. For
CSR scholarship, it adds a new principle suited to
contemporary technological change. Although CSR
now encompasses transparency, ethics, anti-corruption
and community engagement, it currently lacks an
explicit anchor for Al governance. This paper fills that
gap. For the Al ethics literature, it highlights the
conceptual limits of human-centric Al when applied to
corporate governance and offers a more realistic
alternative.

If adopted, an Al-specific CSR principle would provide
civil society, regulators and scholars with a clear
benchmark to evaluate corporate conduct. Expecting
firms to uphold human relevance-even while
automating certain activitiesis feasible and consistent
with organisational objectives. Companies that use Al
to enhance rather than eliminate human involvement
could benefit from improved public trust. Examples
already emerging, such as retailers reintroducing
human staff to improve customer experience,
underscore this potential.

If the concept gains acceptance, corporations may
incorporate  "human  relevance" language into
governance documents, codes of ethics and public
reporting. Governments could reference the principle
in strategy papers or regulatory roadmaps. As with
anti-corruption norms, what begins as a moral
expectation may eventually evolve into enforceable
regulation.

Future research should investigate how organisations
operationalise this principle across diverse industry
contexts, develop detailed case studies that illustrate
emerging best practices, and further analyse the ways
in which CSR can function as an effective bridge
between corporate behaviour and ethical Al
governance.
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