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ABSTRACT 

The objective of this study is to examine how the European Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act) functions not 
only as a regulatory framework but also as a catalyst for embedding ethics and sustainability into corporate 
governance. The paper seeks to identify how compliance obligations can simultaneously promote responsible 
innovation and sustainable development. The research is grounded in theories of regulatory governance, 
business ethics, and sustainable development. It draws upon frameworks from the General Data Protection 
Regulation (GDPR), United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and concepts of digital 
constitutionalism to explain the EU’s normative approach to AI regulation. A qualitative, document-based 
analysis was conducted, reviewing EU legislative texts, academic literature, and practitioner reports to map 
intersections between AI governance, ethical compliance, and sustainability objectives. Findings reveal that 
the AI Act operationalizes ethical principles, such as transparency, accountability, and human oversight, 
through a risk-based approach that supports SDGs 8, 9, 10, 12, and 16. However, challenges persist regarding 
implementation costs, SME adaptation, and environmental reporting. The study emphasizes the need for cross-
disciplinary governance frameworks integrating AI ethics, sustainability, and regulatory compliance. This 
study addresses that gap by providing an integrated analysis of the AI Act, the GDPR, and the SDGs, 
contributing to both academic discourse and practical governance frameworks. Originality/Value: This 
research contributes to understanding the AI Act as a model of sustainable digital governance that aligns 
innovation with ethical responsibility and corporate accountability with a comprehensive mapping of the EU 
AI Act, the GDPR and the Sustainable Development Objectives. Despite the growing attention to AI regulation 
and ethics, few studies have systematically connected the EU AI Act to sustainability outcomes and behavioral 
transformation. 

KEYWORDS: Artificial Intelligence, Corporate Governance, Ethics, Sustainability, Compliance, European 
AI Act. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has rapidly evolved 
from a specialized technological tool into a defining 
feature of the twenty-first-century economy and 
society. Its integration across multiple domains now 
represents one of the most profound structural shifts 
in modern history, transforming how value is 
created, decisions are made, and relationships 
between humans and machines are governed. AI is 
no longer a peripheral or experimental innovation; it 
is actively reshaping strategic and operational 
models in finance, healthcare, education, retail, 
customer service, and even creative and cognitive 
professions (McKinsey & Company, 2025; Fiske et al., 
2019). Scholars increasingly view this diffusion as a 
paradigmatic shift in governance itself, where 
decision-making once reserved for human judgment 
is progressively delegated to autonomous or semi-
autonomous systems (Ferry, 2025). 

From a managerial and economic standpoint, the 
efficiency gains and analytical precision made 
possible by AI have spurred a surge in corporate 
adoption. The global AI industry, valued at 
approximately USD 233.46 billion in 2024, is expected 
to surpass USD 1.7 trillion by 2032 (Fortune Business 
Insights, 2025). Corporate uptake has more than 
doubled since 2017, with firms harnessing AI to 
automate processes, enhance forecasting accuracy, 
and unlock new forms of innovation (Pavlidis, 2024). 
Yet beyond its commercial utility, AI is emerging as 
a strategic instrument for promoting sustainable and 
socially responsible business practices. Intelligent 
data systems are increasingly employed to collect 
and analyze Environmental, Social, and Governance 
(ESG) indicators, improve carbon-footprint 
accounting, and automate sustainability reporting. In 
doing so, AI contributes directly to Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) 13 (Climate Action) and 
16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions) by 
strengthening corporate accountability and 
advancing evidence-based sustainability strategies. 

Nevertheless, the diffusion of AI has also 
introduced new ethical and societal dilemmas that 
demand careful governance. The proliferation of 
large-scale language and learning models has 
revealed the dual nature of AI as both an enabler of 
progress and a potential amplifier of risk (Feliks, 
2025). Without adequate safeguards, AI systems may 
perpetuate algorithmic bias, compromise data 
privacy, or undermine human autonomy—thereby 
reinforcing existing inequalities and marginalizing 
vulnerable groups (Silva-Atencio, 2025). Moreover, 
the resource intensity of advanced AI models raises 
environmental concerns about energy consumption 

and electronic waste, underscoring the need for 
regulatory frameworks that integrate ethics with 
ecological responsibility (Vinuesa et al., 2020). 

The European Union’s Artificial Intelligence Act 
(AI Act) represents the most ambitious global 
response to these intertwined ethical, social, and 
environmental challenges. As the first 
comprehensive legal framework dedicated to AI 
governance, the Act establishes a human-centric, 
risk-based model that aims to harmonize innovation 
with fundamental European values of human 
dignity, fairness, and sustainability (Charter of 
Fundamental Rights of the European Union, 2000). 
By imposing obligations relating to transparency, 
human oversight, and data quality, the AI Act not 
only safeguards rights but also promotes the 
responsible and sustainable use of AI throughout its 
lifecycle. Its structure encourages organizations to 
design systems that are robust, traceable, and socially 
beneficial—aligning technological progress with 
ethical and environmental objectives (Dignum, 2022; 
Sætra, 2021). 

A distinctive feature of the AI Act lies in its 
extraterritorial reach. Mirroring the approach 
pioneered by the General Data Protection Regulation 
(GDPR), it extends to any organization, within or 
beyond the EU, whose AI systems are placed on the 
European market or whose outcomes affect EU 
residents (Musch et al., 2023). This design reinforces 
the EU’s growing influence as a global regulatory 
power. The precedent set by the GDPR, illustrated by 
high-profile enforcement actions such as the €1.2 
billion fine against Meta in 2023 (CMS Law, 2025) 
demonstrates the Union’s capacity to project its 
digital-ethics standards internationally. The AI Act is 
therefore not merely a compliance burden but a 
catalyst for harmonizing ethical and sustainability 
practices across global value chains. 

By embedding sustainability and ethics into the 
very architecture of technological governance, the AI 
Act provides corporations with a practical roadmap 
for aligning digital transformation with long-term 
social and ecological objectives. It encourages the 
adoption of responsible innovation practices, 
lifecycle assessments, and transparent reporting 
mechanisms that integrate ESG considerations into 
decision-making. At the same time, it presents 
challenges: compliance costs may strain smaller 
firms, and the rapid pace of AI innovation risks 
outpacing regulatory adaptation. Nonetheless, the 
Act’s framework offers a crucial opportunity to build 
public trust in technology while fostering inclusive, 
low-carbon, and equitable economic growth across 
sectors. 
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As artificial intelligence continues to evolve, its 
relationship with ethics, corporate governance, and 
sustainability will define the next era of 
organizational strategy. 

Firms must therefore approach AI not only as a 
driver of competitiveness but as a cornerstone of 
sustainable value creation. This article examines the 
theoretical and practical dimensions of this 
transformation. It reviews key definitions and 
literature on AI and regulatory governance, analyzes 
the compliance and corporate-ethics implications of 
the European AI Act, and evaluates its capacity to 
promote sustainability objectives. 

The paper concludes by identifying the main 
challenges and opportunities in designing a 
responsible and business-friendly AI governance 
model that reconciles innovation, accountability, and 
sustainable development. 

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

2.1. Artificial Intelligence  

As pointed out in a recent survey of factors 
influencing the adoption of AI agents (Kelly et Al, 
2023) the very definition of Artificial Intelligence is 
still highly debated and consensus across the 
academic community, regulators and practitioners 
has not yet been achieved. For purposes of this 
analysis, Artificial Intelligence is defined as a man-
made tool or entity that possesses the ability and 
capacity to meet or exceed the requirements of the 
task it is assigned when considering cultural and 
demographic circumstances (Bringsjord, 2011; 
Dobrev, 2012; McLean and Osei-Frimpong, 2019; 
Omohundro, 2014). 

This definition presupposes that the AI agent is 
capable of making associations and inferences, 
interpreting data (text, images, videos, numerical 
data, voice recordings etc.) independently and 
‘learning’ from datasets and previous interactions 
with humans with the objective of completing the 
assigned tasks more accurately, speedily and with 
powers of calculation and processing that are not 
possible to attain by a human being.  

The definition used for the present study concurs 
with the definition set out in the European Artificial 
Intelligence Act, which outlines the following: 

”AI system means a machine-based system that is 
designed to operate with varying levels of autonomy and 
that may exhibit adaptiveness after deployment, and that, 
for explicit or implicit objectives, infers, from the input it 
receives, how to generate outputs such as predictions, 
content, recommendations, or decisions that can influence 
physical or virtual environments” (Regulation Eu 
2024/1689 of the European Parliament, Art3). 

As outlined by the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development in its updated definition 
(OECD, 2024), and according to the AI Act, to be 
classified as an AI system, a system or application 
must exhibit the following: (i) it must be machine-
based, (ii) it must operate with a certain level of 
autonomy, (iii) it must possess the ability to infer 
how to generate outputs from inputs received for 
explicit or implicit objectives and make decisions that 
can influence physical or virtual environments and 
(iv) it must demonstrate adaptiveness after 
deployment.  

It is worth noting that all these criteria must be 
met to classify a system as an AI system. It follows 
that rules-based software which has been extensively 
used in the past two decades, in robotic process 
automation, for example, lacking the ability to infer 
inputs or outputs are not in the scope of the AI Act. 
They are however, in the purview of the GDPR 
(GDPR, Art 4, Art.22). 

This contrast emphasizes the respective scopes of 
the AI Act and the GDPR:  while they may overlap, 
they are not identical as the latter already targets 
decisions made by automated means without human 
involvement.  

2.2. The European Artificial Intelligence (Ai) Act 

With the unprecedented development of AI 
systems and their rapid adoption, regulators across 
the globe have constantly been playing catch up. At 
least 60 countries have adopted some form of AI 
policy since 2017 according to DLA Piper (DLA 
Piper, 2025). 

However, most jurisdictions still lack targeted AI 
laws, and the approach to regulating AI differs across 
regions. Thus, in the USA, at the forefront of the AI 
innovation curve, a Federal AI law is still missing. 

The European Union Artificial Intelligence Act, 
which entered into force on 1 Aug 2024, introduces a 
horizontal, region-based tiered risk-based 
framework with international reach.  

This new groundbreaking regulation seeks the 
promotion of innovation while protecting health, 
safety, privacy and fundamental rights. 

The Risk-based approach focuses on use cases 
with obligations essentially based on the level of risk 
posed by how an AI system is used (or on its 
potential use), not the technology on which it is 
based. 

The Act also adresses General Purpose Artificial 
Intelligence (GPAI) models and systems, but these 
are treated differently due to the vast array of their 
potential use cases. (AI Act, Chapter 5). (Refer to 
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Figure1) 

 
Figure 1: EU AI Act Risk Based Approach. 

The objective is to protect EU users' rights and at 
the same time to guarantee a level playing field for 
the companies conducting business in the EU market 
or targeting it, irrespective of whether they are based 
in the EU or not, so that  all abide by the same rules 
(Czerniawski, M,  2025) and as such are subject to 
same compliance and regulatory burdens. 

Furthermore, the Act specifies a wide range of 
entities across the value chain that must abide by it, 
including entities that develop and produce the AI 
systems, entities that use those systems as well as 
distributors, representatives and manufacturers. 
Although not specifically defined, companies may 
play a hybrid role, for example where they are a 
provider of AI systems placing it in the EU marker 
and deploying these systems internally for their own 
use as well. 

As with the GDPR, to stress the vital role of this 
regulation and enhance the credibility of the EU 
authorities, enforcement penalties are steep. The 
competent authorities may impose fines  up to €35M 
or 7% of worldwide annual turnover for 
infringements on prohibited practices, while other 
aspects of non compliance may attact fines of €15M 
or 3% of annual turnover (AI Act, Art. 71). 

In a world where the adoption of Artificial 
Intelligence systems is an imperative to remain 
competitive, relevant, and provide the level of 
service demanded by customers, this regulatory 
backdrop is expected to deeply influence Corporate 
Governance bodies, their strategy, the resulting 
policies, staff attitudes toward AI use, increasing the 

need for cross departmental cooperation. 

2.3 Sustainable Development Goals 

The concept of sustainability has evolved from 
environmental concern into a multidimensional 
paradigm that integrates economic viability, social 
inclusion, and ecological stewardship. Within 
academic discourse, sustainability is defined as the 
capacity to meet present needs without 
compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own, emphasizing intergenerational 
justice and the preservation of natural and social 
capital (Brundtland, 1987; Purvis, Mao, & Robinson, 
2019). Contemporary scholarship recognizes 
sustainability as a normative framework that 
connects ethical reasoning with policy and 
governance, extending beyond environmental 
protection to include social equity, institutional 
integrity, and corporate accountability (Bebbington 
& Unerman, 2018). 

The United Nations’ Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs), a set of 17 globally agreed objectives 
adopted in 2015, translate these normative 
aspirations into operational targets. They encompass 
poverty reduction, gender equality, climate action, 
responsible consumption, and strong institutions. 
Academic literature views the SDGs as an integrated 
system in which progress on one-dimension 
influences others; for example, effective climate 
action (SDG 13) and responsible consumption (SDG 
12) are inseparable from inclusive governance and 
peace (SDG 16) (Sachs et al., 2019). Researchers have 
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also emphasized the “systems-thinking” nature of 
the SDGs, arguing that sustainable outcomes require 
cross-sectoral collaboration and technological 
innovation, including the deployment of digital tools 
such as artificial intelligence (Salvia et al., 2019; 
Vinuesa et al., 2020). 

In the field of business ethics and corporate 
governance, sustainability is increasingly interpreted 
as a managerial commitment to align firm strategy 
with global well-being and planetary boundaries. 
Sustainable corporate behavior entails integrating 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria 
into decision-making, fostering long-term 
stakeholder trust, and embedding transparency into 
reporting systems (Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 
2014; Adams, 2017). Scholars contend that aligning 
corporate governance with the SDGs can transform 
compliance obligations into sources of innovation 
and legitimacy (Bebbington, Unerman, & O’Dwyer, 
2020). This academic consensus reinforces the ethical 
imperative for organizations to view sustainability 
not as peripheral to profitability, but as central to 
responsible value creation and resilient global 
development. 

2.4. Corporate Governance, Compliance, And 
Sustainability Integration 

While corporate governance frameworks differ 
across jurisdictions and are shaped by cultural, 
historical, and legal traditions (Turnbull, 2019), a 
unifying principle prevails: governance refers to the 
system of processes, structures, and mechanisms 
through which organizations are directed and 

controlled to achieve strategic objectives while 
balancing the expectations of shareholders and 
broader stakeholders (Ali et al., 2020). Modern 
scholarship increasingly situates this definition 
within the context of sustainability governance—that 
is, the integration of ethical responsibility, 
environmental stewardship, and long-term social 
value into corporate oversight structures 
(Bebbington & Unerman, 2018; Eccles & Klimenko, 
2019). 

The notion of “corporate governance” was first 
conceptualized in the 1980s, most notably through 
Tricker’s pioneering work, Corporate Governance 
(1984), which synthesized five years of research at 
Nuffield College, Oxford (Tricker, 2015). Although 
the terminology is relatively recent, the underlying 
idea is ancient: governance emerges whenever 
ownership and control are separated, requiring 
mechanisms of accountability, fairness, and 
transparency to ensure alignment between 
management and the interests of those they serve. As 
Aguilera et al. (2020) highlight, sound governance 
not only guarantees ethical conduct and managerial 
accountability but also fosters sustainable growth by 
embedding social responsibility and stakeholder 
trust at the core of business operations. 

In this sense, corporate governance extends well 
beyond fiduciary duties to shareholders. It 
encompasses the network of relationships connecting 
management with employees, suppliers, consumers, 
regulators, and communities. These relationships are 
now being reshaped by the ethical and compliance 
imperatives introduced by the European Artificial 
Intelligence Act (refer to Figure 2).  

 
Figure 2: EU AI Governance Ecosystem. 

Source: IAPP, 2025. 

2.4.1. Preservation of Shareholder And Stakeholder Interests 
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A robust governance framework protects not only 
shareholder rights but also the collective interests of 
stakeholders. Accountability, transparency, and 
integrity in managerial decision-making are central 
to this protection. The AI Act reinforces these 
principles by mandating that high-risk AI systems 
undergo conformity assessments and continuous 
monitoring under human supervision. Such 
oversight prevents algorithmic opacity in domains 
like credit scoring, recruitment, and automated 
decision-making, safeguarding both shareholder 
value and societal welfare. Effective governance thus 
becomes a vehicle for ethical capitalism—one in 
which financial performance and social 
responsibility are not opposing goals but mutually 
reinforcing outcomes (Adams, 2017). 

2.4.2. Risk Management 

Risk management remains a cornerstone of 
effective corporate governance. Traditional risk 
categories—financial, operational, legal, and 
reputational—are now supplemented by AI-specific 
risks such as algorithmic bias, cybersecurity 
vulnerabilities, and data quality deficiencies. The AI 
Act compels organizations to embed these emerging 
risks into their enterprise risk management (ERM) 
systems. Post-market monitoring and incident 
reporting obligations (AI Act, Arts. 61 & 62) create 
feedback mechanisms that reduce the likelihood of 
systemic AI failures and foster learning-based 
compliance cultures. While these measures enhance 
organizational resilience (Monem, 2024), they also 
introduce additional compliance costs, particularly 
for smaller firms. Nonetheless, such costs represent 
an ethical investment in sustainable governance, 
ensuring that innovation does not undermine 
fairness or social inclusion (Jamali & Karam, 2018). 

2.4.3. Governance, Performance, And 
Sustainable Competitiveness 

Strong governance frameworks are consistently 
correlated with improved business performance, 
ethical decision-making, and long-term resilience. 
Transparency, auditability, and traceability—core 
requirements of the AI Act—enhance not only 
algorithmic reliability but also corporate legitimacy. 
When firms internalize these standards, they can 
leverage them as competitive advantages, generating 
value through consumer trust, product safety, and 
reputational integrity (Butt, 2024). In the broader 
sustainability context, this aligns with ESG principles 
that link ethical governance to superior long-term 
returns and reduced exposure to non-financial risks 
(Eccles & Klimenko, 2019). 

2.4.4. Stakeholder Confidence and Legitimacy 

Sustainable corporate governance relies on 
stakeholder trust and perceived legitimacy. By 
embedding fairness, explainability, and transparency 
into AI systems, organizations can demonstrate 
accountability to employees, consumers, and 
regulators alike. The AI Act’s Article 52—mandating 
transparency in human–AI interactions—empowers 
citizens to make informed choices and promotes 
consent-driven technology adoption. This 
participatory form of governance strengthens 
stakeholder engagement and contributes to social 
sustainability by ensuring inclusivity and procedural 
justice (Aguilera et al., 2020; Corporate Governance 
Institute, 2025). 

2.4.5. Legal Compliance and Ethical Integration 

Compliance today extends beyond regulatory 
adherence—it entails aligning internal policies with 
ethical norms and sustainability objectives. The AI 
Act’s binding obligations for AI developers, 
deployers, and importers require data governance, 
human oversight, and continuous risk assessment. 
These duties must be translated into corporate codes 
of conduct, internal audits, whistleblowing 
frameworks, and third-party due diligence. This 
integration bridges ethics and law, transforming 
compliance into a moral and strategic function of 
governance rather than a reactive administrative 
task. 

2.4.6. Long-Term Perspective and Sustainable 
Responsibility 

Ethical corporate governance prioritizes 
sustainable value creation over short-term profit 
maximization. The AI Act embodies this shift by 
institutionalizing long-term monitoring, 
documentation, and lifecycle accountability for AI 
systems. This lifecycle approach reinforces 
responsible innovation, ensuring that technological 
progress remains aligned with human rights and 
ecological integrity. Governance bodies are thus 
required to integrate environmental and social 
considerations into strategic planning—an approach 
consistent with the United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDG 10 on Reduced Inequalities 
and SDG 16 on Peace, Justice and Strong 
Institutions). Research shows that organizations 
embedding these commitments achieve greater 
stakeholder trust, improved resilience, and a more 
predictable investment environment (Butt, 2024; 
Bebbington & Unerman, 2018). 

Empirical studies further confirm that AI-driven 
governance mechanisms—such as automated 
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compliance analytics and predictive monitoring—
enhance transparency and accountability (Arslan & 
Alqatan, 2020; Cihon et al., 2021). This, in turn, 
supports firms in meeting sustainability benchmarks 
and operating as responsible corporate citizens. 
However, the same technologies also pose risks: 
biased data or insufficient oversight can result in 
discriminatory outcomes, privacy violations, or 
reputational damage (Silva-Atencio, 2024). Thus, 
corporate governance must evolve toward an 
integrated ethical model—one that balances 
innovation and compliance while embedding 
sustainability at its core. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a qualitative and interpretive 
research design, combining doctrinal legal analysis 
with a thematic review of multidisciplinary literature 
to examine how the European Artificial Intelligence 
Act (AI Act) contributes to ethical and sustainable 
corporate governance. The methodological approach 
is rooted in document-based research, integrating 
both academic and practitioner sources to ensure 
theoretical rigor and practical relevance. 

3.1 Research Design and Scope: The research 
design follows a multi-source qualitative analysis 
structured around three interrelated domains:(1) the 
regulatory framework of the European Union 
concerning artificial intelligence and data protection, 
(2) the academic discourse on ethics, corporate 
governance, and sustainability, and (3) the practical 
implications for organizations implementing AI 
governance frameworks under the AI Act and the 
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). 

This triangulated design allows the study to 
capture not only the normative and ethical 
underpinnings of AI regulation but also its functional 
implications for business and sustainability 
strategies. 
3.2 Data Sources and Materials: the analysis draws 
on multiple categories of sources: 

 Peer-reviewed academic literature published 
between 2018 and 2025 covering AI ethics, 
corporate governance, sustainability, and 
regulatory governance. Key databases 
consulted include Scopus, Pro-Quest, Emerald 
Insight, SpringerLink, and ScienceDirect. 

 Doctrinal and legal texts from the European 
Commission and Parliament, notably 
Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 (the AI Act), the 
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR 
2016/679), and accompanying Commission 
communications, working papers, and official 

guidance documents. 

 Practitioner and policy reports from leading 
organizations and consulting bodies (e.g., 
Deloitte, EY, KPMG, PwC, IAPP, CMS Law) 
offering implementation guidance and 
compliance insights. 

 Empirical and statistical data from 
institutional and market sources such as 
Fortune Business Insights, OECD Digital 
Economy Papers, and the CMS GDPR 
Enforcement Tracker, providing quantitative 
grounding for market trends, compliance 
costs, and enforcement statistics. 

This diverse evidence base ensures that the study 
integrates theoretical, legal, and applied perspectives 
to evaluate the AI Act’s operational and 
sustainability impact. 

3.3 Analytical Approach: A thematic content 
analysis was conducted to identify recurring 
concepts linking the AI Act’s provisions with ethical 
principles and Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs). Textual materials were coded according to 
categories reflecting the study’s analytical 
dimensions: transparency, accountability, human 
oversight, sustainability, and governance 
integration. Thematic patterns emerging from 
academic and practitioner sources were then 
compared against the normative requirements of the 
AI Act and the GDPR to assess convergence between 
regulatory intent and sustainable practice. 

3.4 Validity and Limitations: To enhance validity, 
the study cross-referenced doctrinal interpretations 
with empirical evidence and practitioner 
assessments, ensuring conceptual triangulation 
between academic theory and applied governance 
practice. However, the analysis remains qualitative 
and interpretive; it does not seek to measure 
quantitative compliance outcomes or firm-level 
performance indicators. Future research could 
extend this inquiry through comparative case studies 
or empirical assessments of corporate AI governance 
maturity across sectors. 

4. THE EU ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 
ACT, ADVOCATING FOR SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT? 

Beyond its core concern with compliance and 
privacy, the European Artificial Intelligence Act (AI 
Act) is emerging as a transformative framework for 
embedding sustainability, ethics, and responsible 
innovation into the governance structures of both EU 
and non-EU companies that engage with the 
European internal market. While the Act is 
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fundamentally designed to ensure the safety of AI 
systems, its normative orientation extends far 
beyond risk regulation. It implicitly advances several 
of the United Nations Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs); most notably SDG 8 (Decent Work and 
Economic Growth), SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation and 
Infrastructure), SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities), SDG 
12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), and 
SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions)—and, 
by extension, aligns AI governance with the EU’s 
wider “green-digital twin transition.” Table 1 below 
illustrates which provisions in the EU Act and the 
GDPR contribute to promote the advancement of 
Sustainable Goals.  

From an ethical standpoint, the AI Act reflects a 

profound shift in how societies conceptualize 
technological responsibility. It operationalizes 
principles of beneficence, non-maleficence, 
autonomy, and justice (traditional pillars of ethical 
reasoning) within a concrete regulatory framework. 
This architecture transforms AI regulation into a 
vehicle for technological stewardship, ensuring that 
innovation serves the collective good rather than 
narrow economic advantage (Floridi, 2021; Stahl, 
2021). As Dignum (2022) and Stix (2021) observe, 
such codification of ethics into law constitutes a step 
toward “actionable AI ethics,” bridging the gap 
between abstract values and enforceable corporate 
obligations. 

Table 1: The EU AI Act and The GDPR – Mapping of Provisions Advancing Sdgs. 

 
The Act’s risk-based framework thus provides both a legal and an ethical compass for technological 
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development. It requires proportionality between the 
level of autonomy granted to AI systems and the 
risks posed to individuals and society (European 
Commission, 2021). 

By mandating risk classification, transparency, 
and human oversight, it compels companies to 
integrate moral reflection into their design and 
deployment processes. 

This approach resonates with the concept of 
sustainable corporate citizenship, where 
technological progress is balanced against social 
equity, environmental stewardship, and long-term 
value creation (Monem, 2024). 

The AI Act introduces obligations that (although 
framed through compliance) encourage ethical, 
transparent, and accountable AI systems. Article 15, 
for instance, requires that high-risk systems be 
resilient, accurate, and capable of self-monitoring. 
Such technical robustness contributes to reducing 
unintended societal and environmental externalities 
(European Commission, 2021). 

It also intersects with environmental 
responsibility: robust and well-audited AI systems 
consume fewer computational resources through 
efficient algorithmic design, thus lowering energy 
demand and carbon emissions. 

As Vinuesa et al. (2020) and Sætra (2021) argue, 
embedding sustainability metrics (such as energy 
efficiency, data-center sourcing, and hardware life-
cycle management) into AI governance is essential 
for achieving the SDGs. 

In addition, the Act’s governance requirements 
such as ongoing risk-management systems, 
mandatory post-market monitoring (Art. 61), and 
meticulous documentation, foster lifecycle 
accountability. 

This long-term orientation encourages 
organizations to view AI not as a single deployment 
event but as a dynamic system with evolving ethical, 
environmental, and societal implications. Such an 
approach is pivotal for the green digital transformation: 
companies are now expected to assess and mitigate 
not only human-rights risks but also potential harms 
to ecological systems. 

As Hickman & Petrin (2021) and Monem (2024) 
demonstrate, AI-enabled analytics can optimize 
energy use, streamline waste management, and 
enhance predictive sustainability reporting, thereby 
contributing directly to SDG 12 (Responsible 
Consumption and Production) and SDG 13 (Climate 
Action). 

The convergence of AI governance with 
sustainability performance indicators yields clear 

competitive advantages (Berger, 2024). 

Under the Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
Directive (CSRD), investors and regulators 
increasingly demand credible non-financial 
disclosures that evidence ethical technology 
management. 

The AI Act provides a harmonized framework 
through which firms can substantiate ESG 
commitments, reduce regulatory uncertainty, and 
strengthen stakeholder confidence. 

Empirical research suggests that strong ESG 
governance correlates with lower capital costs and 
improved resilience to market shocks (OECD, 2022; 
Kotsantonis & Pinney, 2023). 

Hence, compliance with the AI Act is not merely 
a legal necessity but a strategic opportunity to align 
corporate purpose with sustainable value creation. 

Transparency obligations, particularly those 
pertaining to high-risk AI and its interaction with 
vulnerable populations, have profound ethical 
significance. Article 10’s focus on data quality, non-
discrimination, and explainability directly supports 
SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities). 

By embedding explainability into AI design, the 
Act enhances procedural fairness and individual 
autonomy which are cornerstones of ethical 
governance (Floridi, 2021). 

Such transparency mitigates the risk of 
algorithmic bias and strengthens public trust in 
digital institutions. 

Moreover, it advances deliberative accountability: 
the idea that citizens should be able to understand, 
question, and contest automated decisions affecting 
them (Stix, 2021). 

The Act’s insistence on human oversight, ethical 
design, and stakeholder engagement marks a 
paradigmatic shift from rule-based compliance to 
values-based governance. 

This aligns with Butt (2024) and Sætra (2021), who 
argue that organizations must institutionalize ethical 
reflexivity thus creating spaces for moral deliberation 
and cross-disciplinary dialogue within corporate 
structures. 

By embedding ethicists, sustainability officers, 
and civil-society voices into AI governance boards, 
firms can transform sustainability from a reporting 
obligation into a participatory practice that informs 
strategic direction (Refer to Figure 3). 

Such multi-stakeholder sustainability governance 
supports SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong 
Institutions) and reinforces the EU’s commitment to 
democratic accountability in technology 
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management. 

 
Figure 3: Lifecycle Of AI Systems: Framework for The Classification of AI Systems. 

Source: Adapted From Lifecycle and Key Dimensions of An AI System. OECD Digital Economy Papers (2022). 

From a broader philosophical perspective, the 
AI Act embodies what De Gregorio (2021) terms 
digital constitutionalism, a model of governance 
that anchors technological power in democratic, 
social, and ecological values. It recognizes that the 
legitimacy of AI governance depends not only on 
compliance but on the moral justification of its 
outcomes. By situating sustainability, fairness, 
and human dignity at the center of digital 
regulation, the EU seeks to ensure that the 
benefits of AI contribute to collective prosperity 

rather than technological inequality. This 
approach also anticipates global convergence: as 
other jurisdictions explore similar risk-based 
frameworks, the EU’s integration of ethics and 
sustainability may establish the blueprint for a 
new global regulatory paradigm. 

In sum, the EU Artificial Intelligence Act 
functions simultaneously as a compliance 
instrument and as an ethical manifesto for 
sustainable technological progress. It challenges 
organizations to internalize sustainability not as 
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peripheral reporting but as an organizing 
principle of AI design, deployment, and 
governance. By linking corporate responsibility, 
environmental stewardship, and digital ethics, 
the Act transforms sustainability into a 
measurable dimension of lawful, fair, and human-
centered innovation. 

5. PRIVACY AND COMPLIANCE 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE EU AI ACT  

The governance of artificial intelligence (AI) 
within the European Union cannot be fully 
understood in isolation from the existing data 
protection regime established by the  General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR) of 2016 . Whenever 
AI applications involve the processing of personal 
data, they automatically fall under the GDPR’s 
jurisdiction, which remains the cornerstone of 
European digital rights protection (GDPR, 2016). 
Organizations operating in or targeting the EU 
market must therefore comply with the 
Regulation’s foundational principles: 
safeguarding data subjects’ rights (Articles 12–
22), promptly notifying supervisory authorities of 
data breaches (Article 33), ensuring appropriate 
technical and organizational security measures 
(Article 32), and maintaining transparency and 
informed consent practices (Articles 13–14). 
Above all, firms must adhere to the overarching 
principle of accountability (Article 5(2)), which 
obliges them to demonstrate continuous 
compliance. 

Two design concepts, namely privacy by design 
and privacy by default (Article 25), have become 
particularly significant in the context of AI 
deployment. 

These principles require organizations to 
integrate privacy considerations directly into 
system architecture and development processes 
rather than treating them as post-implementation 
add-ons (Voigt & Von dem Bussche, 2017). 

Embedding such safeguards necessitates a 
robust corporate governance framework 
supported by internal controls, compliance 
functions, and dedicated oversight bodies capable 
of monitoring AI-related risks across the 
organization. 

Since the GDPR’s enforcement in 2018, 
European data protection authorities have 
demonstrated a consistent commitment to 
sanctioning non-compliance. By March 2025, total 
fines exceeded €5.65 billion, encompassing more 
than 2,245 enforcement actions across EU and 
non-EU entities (CMS Law, 2025). 

High-profile cases (including Clearview AI for 
unlawful facial recognition (CNIL, 2022), OpenAI  

for its data processing practices in Italy (Garante 
per la Protezione dei Dati Personali, 2023), and 
Uber for data breach mismanagement (European 
Data Protection Board, 2018)) illustrate that the 
GDPR’s extraterritorial reach is not theoretical 
but actively operationalized. Refer to Figure 4. 

Importantly, the EU Artificial Intelligence Act 
(AI Act) does not replace the GDPR; rather, it 
complements and extends its logic of protection 
through a new risk-based regulatory framework 
designed specifically for AI systems (European 
Commission, 2021). 

Both instruments share a human-centric 
orientation and an extraterritorial scope, ensuring 
that non-EU organizations offering AI-driven 
products or services within the Union remain 
accountable to EU citizens’ rights and ethical 
expectations. The AI Act thereby amplifies the 
EU’s broader digital constitutionalism, 
embedding accountability and transparency 
obligations throughout the AI lifecycle. 

Meeting these new obligations entails 
integrating the AI Act’s requirements into 
existing compliance and governance structures. 

This process calls for interdisciplinary 
coordination, as compliance functions must align 
AI governance with other intersecting legal 
domains such as data protection, product safety, 
intellectual property, cybersecurity, and sector-
specific regulation in finance, healthcare, and 
energy (Calo, 2022). 

Non-EU firms seeking access to the European 
market will therefore need to adopt a holistic 
compliance architecture; one that merges privacy 
management under the GDPR with the AI Act’s 
forward-looking risk controls and ethical 
oversight mechanisms. 

Such alignment not only ensures regulatory 
conformity but also positions organizations to 
leverage compliance as a source of strategic 
advantage: enhancing trust, reputational 
integrity, and sustainability within an 
increasingly regulated global digital economy. 

Beyond compliance, the coexistence of the 
GDPR and the AI Act contributes directly to the 
European Union’s broader sustainability vision. 
Together, these frameworks advance social and 
ethical sustainability by promoting fairness, 
human dignity, and respect for fundamental 
rights, which are principles nested at the core of 
the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). Specifically, they 
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reinforce SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic 
Growth) by ensuring trustworthy technological 
innovation; SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) by 
preventing algorithmic discrimination and 
protecting vulnerable groups; SDG 12 
(Responsible Consumption and Production) by 
fostering transparent and accountable digital 
ecosystems; and SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and 
Strong Institutions) by strengthening governance 
and legal accountability. A stronger regulatory 

architecture, therefore, is not merely a mechanism 
of control, it is also a catalyst for sustainable 
digital transformation. 

By embedding ethics, transparency, and 
accountability into the design and deployment of 
AI, the EU regulatory framework exemplifies how 
law can serve as a moral compass for 
technological progress, ensuring that innovation 
contributes to a fairer, more inclusive, and 
sustainable global society. 

 
Figure 4: GDPR – Sum of Total Fines From 2020 To March 2025. 

Source: Adapted From CMS Law – GDPR Enforcement Tracker. 

6. DISCUSSION: RECONCILING COMPLEX 
REQUIREMENTS WITH A BUSINESS-
FRIENDLY AI CORPORATE GOVERNANCE 
STRATEGY  

The European Union’s Artificial Intelligence Act 
(AI Act) constitutes a landmark in global efforts to 
establish a comprehensive regulatory framework for 
artificial intelligence. Its risk-based architecture aims 
to prevent and mitigate harms arising from AI 
deployment, yet its implementation raises notable 
practical and ethical challenges for organizations 
seeking to align innovation with compliance. 

One of the central difficulties lies in the disparity 
between the rapid evolution of AI technologies and 
the slower pace of regulatory and institutional 
adaptation. The Act imposes continuous monitoring, 
risk assessment, and post-market evaluation 
obligations on companies (AI Act, Arts. 61–63), 

compelling them to maintain ongoing 
documentation and adjust AI systems as they evolve. 
As Wachter and Mittelstadt (2022) observe, such 
perpetual compliance demands a level of agility and 
technical sophistication that many organizations—
particularly small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs)—are ill-equipped to achieve. The tension 
between regulatory rigidity and the iterative, 
experimental nature of AI innovation generates 
friction, especially where agile development cycles 
clash with the procedural formality of risk 
documentation and conformity assessment. 

Another significant barrier is the skills and 
resource gap within organizations. The International 
Association of Privacy Professionals (IAPP, 2025) 
highlights the shortage of trained staff as a primary 
obstacle to implementing AI governance programs, 
alongside limited resources and insufficient technical 
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understanding. Similarly, Veale and Borgesius (2021) 
point out that the AI Act introduces 
multidisciplinary obligations—ranging from 

algorithmic transparency to bias detection and data 
governance—that exceed the expertise traditionally 
available within compliance teams (see Figure 5). 

 
Figure 5: Challenges In Delivering on AI Governance. 

Source: IAPP, IA Governance Report 2025. 

The extraterritorial application of the Act further 
intensifies the challenge. It extends beyond EU-based 
entities to include foreign providers, deployers, 
importers, and distributors whose AI systems reach 
or affect EU users. This broad scope creates a 
compliance burden across global value chains, often 
disadvantaging organizations with fewer resources. 
De Gregorio and Dunn (2023) note that while the AI 
Act seeks to harmonize regulatory standards, it 
inadvertently deepens disparities between large 
multinationals and smaller innovators, who may 
struggle to fund conformity assessments or maintain 
specialized governance structures. Murray et al. 
(2023) echo this concern, arguing that the absence of 
differentiated compliance pathways risks excluding 
SMEs from the AI ecosystem altogether, reinforcing 
the dominance of major technology corporations. 
Without targeted support measures—such as 
capacity building or financial incentives: the Act 
could unintentionally dampen innovation, 
particularly among emerging European firms 
(Wischmeyer, 2020). 

From an environmental and sustainability 
perspective, the regulation’s omission of mandatory 
environmental reporting represents a missed 
opportunity. Large-scale AI systems consume vast 
computational and energy resources, and yet the Act 
does not explicitly address these sustainability 
externalities. Gal and Elkin-Koren (2021) contend 

that future iterations of the regulation should embed 
environmental metrics into the compliance process, 
thereby aligning AI governance with Europe’s 
broader environmental, social, and governance 
(ESG) commitments and its digital-green transition 
goals. 

The European Union, representing a market of 
over 448 million citizens and a GDP of €17 trillion, 
remains a critical arena for global businesses. Firms 
intending to operate within or target this market 
must therefore undertake proactive gap analyses and 
AI system inventories to assess their exposure to 
regulatory risks and ensure compliance readiness. As 
of February 2025, operations deemed to carry 
“unacceptable risk” must cease, and organizations 
covered by the Act are expected to have implemented 
mandatory AI literacy requirements. 

Professional organizations, regulators, and 
consulting bodies (including the Big Four) have 
proposed frameworks to guide companies through 
the complex adaptation process. Their 
recommendations converge on six main areas of 
action. First, conducting a Gap Analysis and AI 
Inventory enables firms to map their AI systems, 
identify risk categories, and determine their role 
under the Act (provider, deployer, importer, or 
distributor), as recommended by KPMG (2025) and 
IAPP (2025). Second, PWC (2024) and IAPP (2025) 
emphasize the need to align internal processes with 
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the Act’s differentiated obligations, ensuring 
proportional responses to risk levels. Third, firms can 
build on existing GDPR-aligned data governance 
frameworks to develop AI-compliance systems that 
incorporate Data Protection Impact Assessments 
(DPIAs) and AI impact assessments promoting data 
quality and transparency (OneTrust, 2023; EY, 2024; 
Protiviti, 2025). Fourth, organizations should 
strengthen their risk management and validation 
methodologies to ensure ongoing oversight and 
accountability (Deloitte, 2025). Fifth, the creation of 
an AI-literate organizational culture through training 
and awareness programs remains crucial for 
sustainable compliance, particularly as AI literacy 
requirements became enforceable in early 2025 (EY, 
2024; Deloitte, 2025). Finally, EY (2024) underscores 
the importance of cross-functional governance, led 
by senior leadership, to integrate compliance 
oversight across business units and foster ethical 
consistency throughout the enterprise. 

In the end, business leaders, boards, and 
governance committees must strike a delicate 
balance between innovation, ethical integrity, and 
regulatory conformity. The AI Act challenges firms 
to design governance systems that are both 
compliant and adaptable, embedding accountability, 
transparency, and sustainability into their 
operational DNA. A “business-friendly” approach to 
AI governance does not imply deregulation but 
rather the creation of frameworks that allow 
organizations to innovate responsibly leveraging 
ethical compliance as a source of strategic resilience 
and long-term trust in the digital economy. 

Furthermore, the implementation of the European 
Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act) is expected to 
generate significant behavioral and cultural 
transformations within organizations, fostering new 
forms of collaboration and ethical awareness that 
directly support several Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs). The Act’s requirements for risk 
classification, data governance, and continuous 
monitoring (Arts. 9, 61–63) compel firms to establish 
cross-departmental cooperation among legal, 
compliance, data science, sustainability, and human-
resources teams. This interdisciplinary engagement 
represents a shift from siloed decision-making 
toward collective accountability in the design and 
deployment of AI systems. Such cooperation 
encourages transparency and mutual understanding 
between technical and non-technical actors, 
reinforcing SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong 
Institutions) through stronger governance practices, 
and SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure) 
by promoting responsible innovation ecosystems 

within firms. 
Beyond procedural adaptation, the AI Act 

promotes behavioral alignment with ethical and 
inclusive business practices. The mandated 
integration of human oversight, bias testing, and 
non-discrimination risk assessments into AI lifecycle 
management requires employees to adopt a more 
reflective and socially conscious approach to 
technology. These processes cultivate an 
organizational culture where fairness, explainability, 
and respect for diversity are embedded into 
everyday operations. For example, algorithmic 
impact assessments designed to detect 
discriminatory patterns in recruitment or credit 
scoring directly advance SDG 10 (Reduced 
Inequalities) and SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic 
Growth). Moreover, the obligation to document, 
monitor, and explain AI-driven decisions enhances 
ethical literacy and personal responsibility across all 
organizational levels. In this sense, the AI Act does 
not merely impose compliance duties; it stimulates 
behavioral change toward sustainable digital 
citizenship, aligning workplace conduct, governance 
structures, and innovation strategies with the 
broader objectives of equitable and human-centered 
development envisioned in the United Nations 2030 
Agenda. 

7. CONCLUSION  

This analysis focused on the complexities 
introduced by the EU AI Act, and on the concrete 
compliance, privacy and and governance 
implications that this ambitions regulation poses to 
companies wishing to operate in the EU market. 
While the benefits of AI are monumental, this new 
technology impacting all aspects of human life (from 
education, literary creation, health, business, 
psychology, entertainment, and even artistic 
creation) also introduces new risks that the European 
Artificial Act seeks to mitigate through a risk based 
and human centric approach.  

The findings underscore the strategic role of AI 
governance in achieving the Sustainable 
Development Goals. By institutionalizing risk 
assessment, bias prevention, and ethical oversight, 
the EU AI Act transforms compliance into a lever for 
sustainable innovation. For policymakers, it provides 
a blueprint for integrating ethical evaluation into 
regulatory design; for corporations, it defines 
measurable pathways to align digital transformation 
with ESG objectives. Embedding these principles 
fosters transparency, stakeholder trust, and 
responsible technological behavior across both 
public and private sectors. 
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Future research could empirically assess how the 
AI Act influences organizational behavior, employee 
AI literacy, and corporate ESG performance across 
industries. Comparative analyses between EU and 
non-EU firms would further clarify global 
convergence toward ethical AI governance. 

Quantitative studies measuring behavioral outcomes 
such as bias mitigation and sustainable process 
redesign would complement this qualitative 
assessment and deepen understanding of AI 
regulation as a driver of social and environmental 
value creation. 

REFERENCES 

Adams, C. A. (2017). Conceptualising the contemporary corporate value creation process. Accounting, Auditing 
& Accountability Journal, 30(4), 906–931. 

Aguilera, R. V., Judge, W. Q., & Terjesen, S. (2020). Corporate governance and social responsibility: A 
comparative analysis of the United States, the European Union, and emerging markets. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 162(3), 577–596. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04572-4 

Ali, R. F., Dominic, P. D. D., & Ali, K. (2020). Organizational governance, social bonds and guidelines for 
trustworthy artificial intelligence from a company law perspective. European Business Organization Law 
Review, 22(4), 593–625. 

Arslan, M., & Alqatan, A. (2020). Role of institutions in shaping corporate governance system: Evidence from 
an emerging economy. Heliyon, 6(3). 

Bebbington, J., & Unerman, J. (2018). Achieving the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals: An 
enabling role for accounting research. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 31(1), 2–24. 

Bebbington, J., Unerman, J., & O’Dwyer, B. (2020). Sustainability accounting and accountability. Routledge 
Handbook of Environmental Accounting, 1–18. 

Berger Roland. (2024). European AI Act: Opportunities and challenges. 
Butt, J. (2024). Analytical study of the world’s first EU Artificial Intelligence (AI) Act. International Journal of 

Research Publication and Reviews, 5(3), 7343–7364. 
Calo, R. (2022). [Reference incomplete—citation placeholder from original list]. 
Cihon, P., Schuett, J., & Baum, S. D. (2021). Corporate governance of artificial intelligence in the public interest. 

Information, 12(7), Article 7. 
CMS Law. (2025). GDPR enforcement tracker report: Numbers and figures. https://cms.law 
Corporate Governance Institute. (2025). Lexicon: What is corporate governance? 

https://www.thecorporategovernanceinstitute.com 
Czerniawski, M. (2024). Towards the effective extraterritorial enforcement of the AI Act. In Privacy Symposium: 

Data Protection Law International Convergence and Compliance with Innovative Technologies (pp. 35–53). 
Springer Nature. 

Czerniawski, M. (2025). Towards the effective extraterritorial enforcement of the AI Act. In Hoepman, J. H., et 
al. (Eds.), Privacy Symposium 2024 (DPLICIT 2024). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-76265-
9_3 

De Gregorio, G., & Dunn, J. (2023). EU Artificial Intelligence Act: The challenges of regulating AI through risk 
classification. Computer Law & Security Review, 49, 105741. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clsr.2023.105741 

Dignum, V. (2022). Responsible Artificial Intelligence: How to Develop and Use AI in a Responsible Way. Springer. 
DLA Piper. (2025). Exploring the AI landscape: From policy to practice. 
Dobrev, D. (2012). A definition of artificial intelligence. arXiv preprint arXiv:1210.1568. 
Eccles, R. G., & Klimenko, S. (2019). The investor revolution: Shareholders leading on sustainability. Harvard 

Business Review, 97(3), 106–116. 
Edwards, L. (2023). Charting the overlap: How the EU AI Act and the GDPR intersect and conflict. International 

Data Privacy Law, 13(1), 14–27. https://doi.org/10.1093/idpl/ipac034 
European Commission. (2020a). Shaping Europe’s Digital Future. https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu 
European Commission. (2020b). The European Green Deal (COM(2019) 640 final). 
European Commission. (2021). Proposal for a Regulation on Artificial Intelligence (Artificial Intelligence Act). 

COM(2021) 206 final. 
European Commission. (2025). European Union Artificial Intelligence Act. https://eur-lex.europa.eu 
European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (n.d.). EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. 

https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter 
European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). https://eur-lex.europa.eu 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04572-4
https://cms.law/
https://www.thecorporategovernanceinstitute.com/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-76265-9_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-76265-9_3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clsr.2023.105741
https://doi.org/10.1093/idpl/ipac034
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/


1980 MARIA DE LOURDES HAYNES 
 

SCIENTIFIC CULTURE, Vol. 12, No 2.1, (2026), pp. 1965-1981 

European Union. (2024). Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 (EU AI Act). https://eur-lex.europa.eu 
European Union. (2025). European Union—Key facts and figures. https://european-union.europa.eu 
Feliks, P., et al. (2025). Systematic literature review on generative AI: Ethical challenges and opportunities. 

International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications, 16(5). 
https://doi.org/10.14569/IJACSA.2025.0160530 

Ferry, L. (2025). IA: Grand remplacement ou complémentarité? Éditions de l’Observatoire. 
Fiske, A., Henningsen, P., & Buyx, A. (2019). Your robot therapist will see you now: Ethical implications of 

embodied AI in mental health. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 21(5), e13216. 
Floridi, L. (2021). Information security policy compliance: A perspective towards oil and gas employees. 

Sustainability, 12(20). 
Floridi, L. (2021). The European legislation on AI: A brief analysis of its philosophical approach. Philosophy & 

Technology, 34, 215–222. 
Fortune Business Insights. (2025). Artificial intelligence market report (Report ID: FBI100114). 

https://fortunebusinessinsights.com 
Gal, M. S., & Elkin-Koren, N. (2021). Algorithmic governance and the challenge of regulation. Journal of Law and 

Technology Policy, 2021(1), 35–67. 
IAPP. (2025). AI Governance Profession Report. 
IAPP. (2025). Mapping and understanding the AI governance ecosystem. 
Jamali, D., & Karam, C. (2018). Corporate social responsibility in developing countries as an emerging field. 

International Journal of Management Reviews, 20(1), 32–61. 
Kelly, S., Kaye, S.-A., & Oviedo-Trespalacios, O. (2023). What factors contribute to the acceptance of artificial 

intelligence? A systematic review. Telematics and Informatics, 77, 101925. 
Kiruga, A. M. (2024). The impact of artificial intelligence on corporate governance: Ethical implications and 

governance challenges. Universal Journal of Management, 12(4), 60–72. 
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujm.2024.120402 

Kotsantonis, S., & Pinney, C. (2023). ESG data quality and reliability: A sustainability challenge. Journal of 
Applied Corporate Finance, 35(2), 87–99. 

KPMG. (2024). The European Union Artificial Intelligence Act: Latest developments and key takeaways. 
McKinsey & Company. (2025). The state of AI: How organizations are rewiring to capture value. 
Monem, G. (2024). Analysing the effect of artificial intelligence and management control on digital governance. 

International Journal of Business and Economics, 23(3), 225–244. 
Montiel, I., & Delgado-Ceballos, J. (2014). Defining and measuring corporate sustainability: Are we there yet? 

Organization & Environment, 27(2), 113–139. 
Murray, D., O’Neill, M., & Whelan, D. (2023). Innovation, regulation, and the EU AI Act: A comparative 

perspective. European Journal of Risk Regulation, 14(1), 50–72. https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2023.7 
Musch, S., Borrelli, M., & Kerrigan, C. (2023). The EU AI Act as global artificial intelligence regulation. SSRN 

Working Paper 4549261. 
OECD. (2022). OECD Framework for the Classification of AI Systems. https://www.oecd.org/going-

digital/ai/classification/ 
OECD. (2024). Recommendation of the Council on Artificial Intelligence. https://legalinstruments.oecd.org 
Omohundro, S. (2014). Autonomous technology and the greater human good. Journal of Experimental & 

Theoretical Artificial Intelligence, 26(3), 303–315. 
Pavlidis, G. (2024). Unlocking the black box: Analysing the EU AI Act’s explainability framework. Law, 

Innovation and Technology, 16(1), 293–308. https://doi.org/10.1080/17579961.2024.2313795 
Purvis, B., Mao, Y., & Robinson, D. (2019). Three pillars of sustainability: In search of conceptual origins. 

Sustainability Science, 14(3), 681–695. 
Raisch, S., & Krakowski, S. (2021). Artificial intelligence and management: The automation-augmentation 

paradox. Academy of Management Review, 46(1), 192–210. 
Sachs, J. D., Schmidt-Traub, G., Mazzucato, M., Messner, D., Nakicenovic, N., & Rockström, J. (2019). Six 

transformations to achieve the SDGs. Nature Sustainability, 2(9), 805–814. 
Sætra, H. S. (2021). A shallow defence of a technocratic approach to sustainable AI governance. AI and Ethics, 

1(1), 25–36. 
Salvia, A. L., Leal Filho, W., Brandli, L. L., & Griebeler, J. S. (2019). Assessing research trends related to the 

SDGs. Journal of Cleaner Production, 232, 148–158. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
https://european-union.europa.eu/
https://doi.org/10.14569/IJACSA.2025.0160530
https://fortunebusinessinsights.com/
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujm.2024.120402
https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2023.7
https://www.oecd.org/going-digital/ai/classification/
https://www.oecd.org/going-digital/ai/classification/
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17579961.2024.2313795


1981 BEYOND COMPLIANCE 
 

SCIENTIFIC CULTURE, Vol. 12, No 2.1, (2026), pp. 1965-1981 

Silva-Atencio, G. (2025). Challenges and opportunities for ethics in generative AI. Dyna, 92(236), 26–35. 
https://doi.org/10.15446/dyna.v92n236.117144 

Stahl, B. C. (2021). Artificial Intelligence for a Better Future. Springer. 
Stix, C. (2021). Actionable principles for AI policy: Towards a cohesive framework. AI and Ethics, 1(1), 35–49. 
Tricker, R. I. (1984). Corporate Governance. Corporate Policy Group. 
Tricker, R. I. (2021). Corporate Governance: Principles, Policies, and Practices (5th ed.). Oxford University Press. 
Tricker, R. I., & Li, G. (2019). Understanding Corporate Governance in China. Hong Kong University Press. 
Turnbull, S. (2019). Corporate governance: Its scope, concerns and theories. In Corporate Governance (pp. 415–

440). Gower. 
United Nations. (2015). Sustainable Development Goals. https://sdgs.un.org 
Veale, M., & Borgesius, F. Z. (2021). Demystifying the draft EU AI Act. Computer Law Review International, 22(4), 

97–112. https://doi.org/10.9785/cri-2021-220402 
Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of information technology: 

Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425–478. 
Vinuesa, R., Azizpour, H., Leite, I., Balaam, M., Dignum, V., Domisch, S., & Nerini, F. F. (2020). The role of 

artificial intelligence in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals. Nature Communications, 11, 233. 
Wachter, S., & Mittelstadt, B. (2022). A right to reasonable inferences. Columbia Business Law Review, 2022(2), 1–

65. 
Wischmeyer, T. (2020). The algorithmic governance of artificial intelligence: Some legal aspects. Hans-Bredow-

Institut Research Paper, 2020(1), 1–19. 
 

 

https://doi.org/10.15446/dyna.v92n236.117144
https://sdgs.un.org/
https://doi.org/10.9785/cri-2021-220402

