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TOHKA MEJKA MK EOEKTUBHICTIO TA EMITATIEIO:
ETUYHI BUKAUKM KOMVYHIKAIIII HA OCHOBI III B CYYACHOMY BI3HECI

The article presents a comprehensive study of ethical challenges arising in the process of implementing
generative artificial intelligence systems in the field of corporate communications. The main goal of the work is
to substantiate a normative model that allows combining the technological efficiency of intelligent algorithms
with the moral principles of modern business. The study analyzes the transformation of the communication
paradigm through the prism of classical ethical concepts, in particular, the deontology of I. Kant, the utilitarianism
of J. S. Mill, and the ethics of Aristotle’s virtues, which allowed us to determine the philosophical principles of
the ethical use of artificial intelligence in organizational interactions.

As aresult of the study, key risks associated with the use of algorithmic communications were identified and
systematized. Among them, special attention is paid to the phenomena of "digital dishonesty”, "blurred
responsibility” andinsufficient transparency of the use of Al. Based on the conceptual analysis of the interaction
"human — algorithm — human”, three main ethical threats are identified: the transparency gap when disclosing
the fact of using artificial intelligence, algorithmic bias in automated messages, and the risk of reducing the
authenticity of professional relationships in the corporate environment. Additionally, the socio-psychological
effect of the so-called "scenario empathy” that occurs when emotions are simulated by algorithms is studied,
and itis proven that the commercialization of artificially simulated emotions can negatively affectthe long-term
social capital of enterprises.

The paper proposes a matrix for distributing responsibility for the ethics of using artificial intelligence at
different stages of its life cycle, and also substantiates the concept of "Augmented Intelligence” as an optimal
balance between complete automation of communications and excessive technological conservatism. Particular
attention is paid to the normative model "Empathy-First”, which assumes the priority of human empathy and
moral control over algorithmic decisions. The practical significance of the study lies in developing
recommendations for corporate governance systems and HR departments to support ethical integrity of
communications in the process of digital business transformation. Overall, the proposed approach can serve as
astrategic framework for organizations that seek to combine innovative technologies with trust and responsibility
in relations with stakeholders.

Y crarri 34ilicHeHO KOMI/IeKCHe [OCAXEeHHS € TUYHUX BUKJTUKIB, LLIO BUHUKAIOTb Y NPOLE€Ci BIPOBaA)XEHHS!
CUCTEM reHepaTUBHOIO LLITYYHOI O iHTesniekTy y cgpepy KoprnopaTuBHUX KOMyHikauivi. OCHOBHOIO MeTOl0 poboTu
€ OOrpyHTYBaHHSI HOPMAaTUBHOI Mo e, IKa A03BOJISIE NOEQHATU TEXHOJIOTYHY e (PeKTUBHICTb iHTeNeKTyanbHUX
asiIropuTMiIB i3 MOpasibHUMU NMPUHLUNITAMN Cy4acHOIro 6i3Hecy. Y AoCNig)XXeHHI npoaHaniaoBaHo TpaHcgopma-
Lit0 KOMYHIKaLiHOT napagnrmu Kpiab npu3amMy KJiaCU4HUX € TUYHUX KOHLenLUin, 3okpema geoHTtosorii l. KaHra,
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ymunitapuamy k. C. Minns ta etukn 4ecHOTApicToTeis, L0 403B0/INI0 BUSHaYNTU Qpinocogcbki 3acagu eTnd-
HOro BUKOPUCTAaHHS LUTYYHOI O iHTEJ1IeKTY B OpraHi3auiiiHnx B3aeMogisix.

Y pe3ynbratipgocnifxeHHs BUSIB/IEHO Ta CUCTEMaTU30BaHO KJTI0YOBIi PU3NKU, INOB 's13aHi 3 BUKOPUCTAHHSIM aJi-
ropuTMiaoBaHux KOMyHikauivi. Cepen HUx ocoosmBy yeary npugineHo ssuiam “UungpoBoi HelumpocTi”, "po3-
MUTOI BignoBifanbHOCTI" Ta He4oCTaTHbOI IPo30opocTi BukopuctaHHs LLI. Ha ocHOBI KOHLUenTyasibHOro aHanisy
B3aemogii "noanHa — anroputm — JiogvHa ' BU3Ha4€HO TP OCHOBHI € TUYHI 3arpo3u: nporasinHy ripo30pocCTi
nig 4ac po3KpunTTs pakTy BUKOPUCTAHHS LLUTYYHOI O iIHTEJIEKTY, aiIrOPUTMIYHY yrnepen)XeHiCTb B aBTOMaTn30Ba-
HUX MOBIAOMJIEHHSIX, @ TAKOXX PU3UNK SHUKEHHS1 aBTeHTUYHOCTI NpogeciriHnx BigHOCUH Y KOPIopaTuBHOMY Ce-
peaosuLi. loaaTKkoBO AOC/AXXEHO CoLiasibHO-IMCUXOJIONiYHNI e PeKT Tak 3BaHOI "cLeHapHoiemnarii”, o Bu-
HUKae npy imiTawii eMouii anroputmamm, Ta 4OBEAEHO, LLO KOMepLiani3aLis LUTYy4YHO 3MO0A4€eJ1bOBaHNX €MOLN
MO)Xe HeratTMBHO BIJINBaTN Ha 4OBroCTPOKOBUI COLianibHUIA Kanitaa nigrnpueMcTs.

Y po6orTi 3anponoHoBaHO MaTpuLito PO3roaginy BianoBifabHOCTI 3a e TUYHICTb BUKOPUCTAHHS LUTYYHOIO iHTe-
JIeKTy Ha Pi3HUX eTanax Fioro XUTTEBOI0O LMKJTY, a TaKOX OOrpyHTOBaHoO koHuenuito "Augmented Intelligence " sk
onTumasibHuii 6anaHc Mi>k NTOBHOIO aBTOMAaTU3aLiel0 KOMYHIKaLivi | HagMIPHUM TeXHONIONYHNM KOHCEepPBaTN3-
mMom. OcobnuBy yeary npugineHo HopmaTusHii mogeni "Empathy-First”, o nepegbay4ae npioputer moacbKoi
emnarii Ta MopaJsibHOro KOHTPOJIIO HaA a/IrOPUTMIYHUMMU pilLeHHaMU. [pakTn4yHa 3HaYyLYiCTb [4OCI)KEeHHS Mo~
Ji9rae y po3poouyi pekomeHaaLivi 4sisi cCUCTeM KOpriopaTtuBHOIo ynpasnidHa Ta HR-nigpo3ainis woao nigrpyumkmn
eTuYHOI uinicHocTi KoMyHikauiii y npoueci ungpoBoi TpaHcpopmauii 6izHecy. 3aranom 3anpornoHoBaHWiA Nigxig
MO)Ke CJIyryBaTu CTpaTeriyHOI OCHOBOIO AJ151 OpraHi3auin, siki nparHyTb noeaHaTv iHHOBaLliiHi TexXHOos10rii 3 40-

BIpOIO Ta Bi4NMoBiganbHICTIO y B3BaEMUHAaX 3i CTelKkxosgepamMmu.

Key words: business ethics, artificial intelligence, corporate communication, algorithmic bias, digital trust, GenAl,

deontology, utilitarianism, virtue ethics.

KaroyoGBi cnoBa: emuka 6i3Hecy, wmyyHul iHmeaexm, KopnopamuBHi KOMyHIKaYii, anzopummidHa ynepeo-
HceHicme, YughpoBa doBipa, eenepamuBuuli LU (GenAl), deonmosioeais, ymusimapuim, emuka 4ecHom.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM
AND ITS CONNECTION WITH IMPORTANT
SCIENTIFIC OR PRACTICAL TASKS

The rapid integration of Generative Artificial Intelli-
gence (GenAl) into corporate communication systems has
shifted the paradigm of business ethics from "human-to-
human" interactions to a complex "human-algorithm-
human" triad. While Al-driven tools offer unprecedented
efficiency and scalability, they simultaneously create a
vacuum of accountability and a crisis of authenticity.

In 2026, the global business landscape faces a critical
paradox: the more personalized Al communication
becomes, the less "personal it feels to the end-user. This
paper argues that the current ethical frameworks are
insufficient to address the nuances of Al hallucinations and
algorithmic bias in professional discourse. The primary
objective of this study is to identify the core ethical
dilemmas of Al-mediated communication and to propose
a normative model for maintaining corporate integrity in
the post-human era of business relations.

One of the most complex ethical challenges within
deontology is the use of Al to simulate empathy. In classical
business ethics, sincerity is considered a virtue based on the
alignment between a subject's internal state and its external
expression. When an algorithm generates phrases suchas "l
sincerely empathize with your situation” or "We value your
time," a situation of "derivative insincerity" arises [1].

From a Kantian perspective, such communication
constitutes a logical fallacy: the subject (Al) lacks
consciousness and, therefore, has no "internal state" to
express. This is not merely a technical imitation but an act
of instrumentalizing emotions. Businesses that employ

"scripted empathy" effectively devalue the worth of
genuine human compassion, transforming it into a
commodity code. In the long run, this leads to an erosion
of trust:if a client cannot distinguish a manager's sincere
remorse from a generated text, they begin to perceive all
corporate communication as manipulative.

The phenomenon of "fake sincerity" occurs when an
algorithm reproduces linguistic formulas of empathy
without possessing the underlying internal experience. In
the classical ethical tradition — particularly in Immanuel
Kant's framework — sincerity requires a correspondence
between intent and utterance [2]. If a corporate chatbot
automatically generates phrases like "We sincerely
apologize for the inconvenience," a logical contradiction
emerges: the speaking subject possesses neither intent
nor feeling.

From a deontological standpoint, this signifies the
instrumentalization of emotions. The company uses the
language of compassion as a tool of influence rather than
an expression of a moral position [1]. Furthermore, if the
client is not informed that they are interacting with an
algorithm, the principle of autonomy of will is violated,
which contradicts the categorical imperative.

A real-world business example from 2025 can be
observed in the fintech sector. The European neobank
Revolut scaled the use of generative chatbots inits customer
support, as reported in digital banking industry reviews [3].
Following a surge of customer complaints on social media,
the company reinforced the labeling of automated
communications and updated its transparency policy.

Ultimately, "derivative insincerity" leads to the erosion
of trust. If aclient cannot distinguish a manager's genuine
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apology from an algorithmic formula, any corporate
empathy is perceived as manipulation [4].

Modern attempts to "digitize" Kantian ethics are
reflected in global initiatives, such as the IEEE Global
Initiative on Ethics of Autonomous and Intelligent Systems.
These standards are based on the principle of "Ethically
Aligned Design." The core idea is that ethical constraints
must be embedded into the code during the development
phase (Privacy by Design, Ethics by Design) [5].

ANALYSIS OF RECENT RESEARCH AND
PUBLICATIONS

The issue of ethical regulation of Artificial Intelligence
(Al) is at the center of attention of today's leading
researchers. Fundamental aspects of Al ethics, in particular
the problem of the "black box" and algorithm transparency,
have been thoroughly investigated in the works of L. Floridi
(2024), who emphasizes the need for accountability of
technological systems to human control [5]. The issues of
trust transformation within the "human-Al" triad and the
impact of automation on leadership strategies are analyzed
by E. Glikson and A. W. Woolley (2024), pointing to the
critical role of empirical evidence of algorithmic reliability
in maintaining corporate reputation [2].

A philosophical reimagining of classical virtues in the
context of digital technologies is presented in the works
of S. Vallor (2025), who adapts Aristotelian ethics to the
conditions of a technogenic society, proposing the concept
of "techno-virtues" as a means of preserving human
authenticity [5]. The issues of professional responsibility
of developers and managers in preventing algorithmic bias
are raised by S. Akter et al. (2025), emphasizing the
deontological duties of business toward the end consumer
[1]. The conceptual foundations of responsible Al and the
methodology for its implementation into corporate
structures are developed by V. Dignum (2024), which
formed the basis of modern international standards for
ethical design [6].

Despite a significant number of developments, the
phenomenon of "derivative insincerity" in mass corporate
communications of 2026 remains insufficiently studied, and
there is a lack of a comprehensive normative model that
would combine empathy as a human virtue with the
operational efficiency of generative models.

Despite the existence of fundamental research in the
fields of algorithmic accountability and Al ethics by design,
several critical aspects that have become relevant in the
2026 business environment remain overlooked by
researchers.

Firstly, contemporary scientific literature insufficiently
addresses the ethical collision of "scripted empathy" — a
situation where generative models reproduce linguistic
formulas of compassion without the presence of an actual
moral agent. Secondly, the problem of "blurred respon-
sibility" (responsibility gap) remains open within complex
corporate hierarchies, where decisions are made by an
algorithm while the consequences affect the brand's
reputation. Furthermore, most existing ethical frameworks
are reactive in nature, whereas business requires a
proactive normative model capable of integrating human
empathy as a "higher pleasure" (according to J. S. Mill)
into the structure of fully automated digital services.

These gaps necessitate the development of the

author's "Empathy-First" model, which is the focus of this
article.

FORMULATION OF THE ARTICLE'S
OBJECTIVES (SETTING THE TASK)

The purpose of the article is a comprehensive study
of ethical challenges arising in the process of implementing
generative artificial intelligence systems in corporate
communications, and substantiating a normative model of
harmonizing technological efficiency with the moral values
of business.

PRESENTATION OF THE MAIN RESEARCH
MATERIAL

Itis crucial to analyze how these codes attempt to resolve
the conflict between corporate secrecy and the user's "right
to explanation." According to deontological logic, "Black Box
Al" is ethically unacceptable in business. If acompany cannot
explain the logic by which an Al denied a client a loan or
provided specific advice, it violates the principle of
transparent accountability. Thus, the duty of a business lies
not only in providing the "correct" answer but also in ensuring
the intelligibility of the process by which it was reached [4].

The effort to institutionalize deontological principles
is further evidenced in the Ethically Aligned Design
document, which emphasizes that ethical requirements must
be integrated into system architecture at the earliest stages
of development [2]. This aligns with the logic of a "duty to
act" rather than reactive error correction. In 2025, Microsoft
continued to implement its Responsible Al concept into
Azure Al cloud solutions, expanding explainability tools for
business clients [7]. This allowed banking institutions to
provide documented justifications for automated credit
decisions in compliance with regulatory mandates.

Kantian ethics closely links morality to the autonomous
will of the subject [1]. However, in digital environments, a
phenomenon known as "distributed responsibility" (or the
"responsibility gap") emerges. When a client receives an
unethical or erroneous response from a bot, a critical
question arises: who bears the guilt?

The developer who authored the algorithm?

The data scientist who provided biased training data?

The manager who made the decision to deploy the system?

Deontological analysis indicates that moral
responsibility cannot be automated. Business structures
that delegate communication to artificial intelligence are not
absolved of their duty toward the client. On the contrary,
their obligation is doubled: they bear responsibility both for
the content of the message and for the very act of choosing
a non-human intermediary to resolve human problems [5].

This "responsibility gap" is a central theme in the
modern philosophy of technology [5]. Since an algorithm
is not a moral agent, responsibility remains with the humans
and organizations involved. A practical example from 2025
is Amazon, which faced public backlash regarding the
algorithmic suspension of seller accounts via automated
moderation systems [8]. Although the decisions were
formally made by an algorithm, the public discourse
focused squarely on corporate accountability.

Ultimately, business is responsible not only for the
accuracy of communication but for the ethical implications of
substituting human judgment with an algorithmic proxy [5].
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While deontology focuses on the inherent nature of
an action, utilitarianism (as formulated by Jeremy Bentham
and developed by John Stuart Mill) evaluates the ethics of
business communications based on their consequences.
The core principle — "the greatest happiness for the
greatest number" — serves as the primary corporate
argument in favor of the mass implementation of Al.

Utilitarianism assesses morality through outcomes [9]. From
this perspective, if the implementation of Al reduces customer
waiting times and cuts operational costs, it is considered an
enhancement of the collective good. In 2025, the
telecommunications company Vodafone reported an expansion
of Al assistants in its European contact centers, which led to a
significant reduction in average response times [6].

From a utilitarian standpoint, resource optimization
enables further investment in innovation and service
improvement. Moreover, automating routine tasks liberates
employees for more complex and creative endeavors [9].
However, efficiency does not always equate to morality if it
entails losses for specific groups of stakeholders.

From the perspective of classical utilitarianism, the use of
Al is deeply ethical because it optimizes resources. Reducing
a customer's waiting time from 20 minutes (in a queue for a
human operator) to 2 seconds (an instant bot response) is
viewed as an increase in overall "utility" or "well-being."

Thecentral thesis here is that acompany's cost savings allow
for price reductions on products or reinvestment into innovations
that benefit society as a whole. This "liberation of human
potential" — shifting employees from mundane repetitive tasks
to creative labor — serves as a powerful utilitarian argument
for digital transformation in communication.

Nevertheless, utilitarianism requires accounting for the
interests of all parties involved. This leads to a conflict
known as the "calculation of suffering.” For a Scopus-
indexed study, it is vital to analyze scenarios where Al fails
to meet human needs:

Risk Groups: Customers in high-stress situations, the
elderly, or individuals with non-standard inquiries often
experience "digital exclusion."”

The Dilemma: If 90% of customers are satisfied with
afast bot, but 10% experience anger and humiliation due
to the inability to access human assistance, is such a
system ethical?

Utilitarian analysis in 2026 suggests that "minimizing the
negative experience" of the minority is becoming more critical
than the "marginal comfort" of the majority. If the intensity
of anegative experience outweighs the statistical satisfaction
of the masses, the system requires ethical recalibration.

A practical example from 2025 involves the airline
Ryanair, which expanded its automated passenger support.
A segment of elderly customers reported significant
difficulties obtaining human help during flight cancella-
tions, a topic widely discussed in industry media [6]. Such
cases demonstrate that modern utilitarian interpretations
must emphasize the minimization of harm to vulnerable
groups to maintain ethical legitimacy [5].

To deepen the theoretical analysis, it is essential to
distinguish between two branches of utilitarian thought:
Act Utilitarianism and Rule Utilitarianism.

Act Utilitarianism focuses on the immediate
consequences of a specific decision. From this perspec-
tive, implementing a chatbot today that saves a company

$1 million is viewed as a definitive moral good due to the
immediate optimization of resources.

Rule Utilitarianism evaluates the systemic conse-
quences of a decision if it were to become a universal rule.
If every corporation replaces human interaction with bots,
it could lead to a global degradation of empathy, mass
unemployment, and a profound loss of social trust.

In thelong run, such a shift may cause more harm than
benefit. A pertinent example from 2025 is Meta, which
continued to automate moderation and user support. While
this contributed to significant cost reductions, it
simultaneously sparked intense debate regarding the long-
term impact on platform credibility and user trust [8]. The
conclusion for this section is clear: an ethical business must
evaluate Al implementation not merely by quarterly
financial reports, but by its impact on "social capital” and
the overall integrity of business institutions.

John Stuart Mill introduced a qualitative dimension to
utilitarianism by distinguishing between "lower" (material)
pleasures and "higher" (intellectual and emotional) pleasures
[9]. Applying this distinction to digital communication:

Linguistic Automata and Information: A bot providing
afactual response (e.g., "Your balance is $100") satisfies
a "lower pleasure" related to basic utility. In this domain,
Al is highly efficient.

Empathy and Conflict Resolution: Deep consultation,
support in crisis situations, and nuanced conflict resolution
constitute "higher pleasures” that require human con-
sciousness and emotional intelligence.

The ethical error of many contemporary corporations lies
in the attempt to substitute "higher" communication with
"lower" automation. Recognizing this, in 2025, Airbnb refined
its support model into a hybrid system: standard inquiries were
automated, while complex, emotionally charged conflicts were
subject to mandatory escalation to human managers [6].

Thus, the quality of communication is determined not
only by its speed and efficiency but by its capacity to
satisfy the complex intellectual and emotional needs of the
client. This hybrid approach aligns with the utilitarian goal
of maximizing total well-being without sacrificing the
qualitative essence of human interaction.

Unlike deontology, which focuses on rules, or
utilitarianism, which evaluates outcomes, virtue ethics —
pioneered by Aristotle — focuses on the moral character
of the agent. The focus is not on an isolated action or its
result, but on the stable qualities of an individual or an
institution. In a corporate context, this means that Al
communication reflects more than just a technical strategy;
it reflects the moral portrait of the company.

Digital transformation is changing the way a corporation
"speaks" toits customers. While abrand's voice was previously
shaped by the behavior of its managers, today it is increasingly
encoded in algorithms. This raises a fundamental question: can
an organization remain virtuous if its language is automated?
Virtue ethics shifts the emphasis from technical expediency to
the company's internal culture [10].

In 2025, Patagonia, a company known for its value-driven
stance, implemented Al assistants in its customer services.
However, they simultaneously committed to the principle of
"human override" — mandatory human intervention for
complex issues regarding environmental responsibility and
product returns. The company communicated transparently
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about where Al was being used, emphasizing that technology
merely assists but does not replace the brand's moral position.
This is an example of how corporate character manifests
through the architecture of digital solutions.

Thus, within the framework of virtue ethics, Al
becomes a test of organizational culture's maturity. It
either amplifies a company's virtues or exposes their
absence.

Table 1. Manifestation of Ethical Virtues in
Various Al Communication Models

Communication Manifestat‘iqn Level of ;}(ﬁ Ethical Risk
Model of Authenticity | Transparency
Human
Full Automation | Low Often a Minimal IDehumanization,
(Simulated hidden bot «false sincerity»
empathy)
Hybrid Model [ Medium / Bot is Oversight | Coordination
(Al+ Human) |[High identified and errors
escalation
Human-Centric | High Full Human Operational
Model with Al transparency | makes the | costs
Support decision

This table illustrates that virtue ethics is directly linked
not to the mere fact of using Al, but to the architecture of
its integration. An analysis of various Al communication
models demonstrates that the level of ethicality is
determined not by the algorithms themselves, but by the
degree of integrated human oversight and procedural
transparency. While full automation boosts operational
efficiency, it creates risks of dehumanization and "simu-
lated empathy.” Conversely, hybrid and human-centric
models preserve communicative authenticity, aligning with
the principles of virtue ethics. Thus, the human — Al
interaction architecture is the key factor in shaping a
company's moral profile.

Aristotle viewed virtue as a formed habit of acting in
accordance with reason and moral proportion. At the center
of this was phronesis — practical wisdom, or the ability to
act rightly within a specific context. In the digital era of 2026,
the functional equivalent of this virtue is authenticity [11].

Authenticity signifies a congruence between stated
values and actual Al practices. If a company declares a
commitment to "customer care" but fully automates crisis
situations without the possibility of human contact, a gap
emerges between image and behavior. Mimicking care
through boilerplate empathetic phrases does not indicate
the presence of virtue, but rather its simulation.

In 2025, Starbucks expanded its use of Al perso-
nalization in its mobile app; however, it simultaneously
issued a public commitment that complaints regarding
service quality or discriminatory incidents would not be
handled by bots. The company maintained a human channel
for ethically sensitive situations. Such an approach
demonstrates phronesis at an organizational level: an
understanding of the boundaries of appropriate automation.

Therefore, the thesis is that using Al is not, in itself, a
sign of unethical behavior. What is unethical is concealing
its role or using technology to create an illusion of human
care. The virtue of transparency thus becomes a
prerequisite for digital authenticity.

Aristotle's doctrine of the Golden Mean asserts that
moral excellence lies between two extremes. In the case
of Al communications, these extremes are technophobia
and technocracy [12].

The first extreme is the total rejection of automation.
In today's digital landscape, this can lead to staff burnout,
response delays, and a loss of competitiveness.

The second extreme is total automation, where humans
are removed from the communication process entirely. This
leads to the dehumanization of service and the severing
of the emotional connection with the customer.

In 2025, Airbnb implemented a hybrid support model:
standard inquiries are automated, but complex conflicts
between guests and hosts are mandatorily escalated to
human moderators. This balance allows the company to
maintain efficiency without sacrificing empathy. It is a
practical embodiment of the "Golden Mean."

One of the most significant theoretical and practical
problems in Al-driven communication is the distribution
of responsibility across the technological lifecycle. In
traditional business communication, responsibility is
clearly assigned to a specific employee or department.
However, when communication is mediated by artificial
intelligence systems, the process becomes fragmented
across multiple professional roles.

In order to address the phenomenon of the "responsibility
gap', itis necessary to conceptualize responsibility as a multi-
level institutional structure rather than an individual obligation.
Artificial intelligence systems are not autonomous moral
agents; therefore, ethical accountability must remain
embedded within organizational governance.

The lifecycle of an Al communication system typically
consists of several key stages: design, development,
deployment, and operational management. Each of these
stages involves different stakeholders whose decisions directly
influence the ethical outcomes of algorithmic communication.

The matrix illustrates that ethical responsibility cannot
be isolated at a single point within the technological
system. Instead, it must be distributed across organi-
zational structures, forming a continuous chain of accoun-
tability.

Such an approach corresponds with contemporary
international initiatives in Responsible Al governance,
which emphasize the importance of embedding ethical
constraints into system architecture during the early
stages of development. By integrating responsibility
mechanisms into technological design, organizations can
prevent ethical failures before they occur rather than
attempting to correct them retrospectively.

Table 2. Presents a conceptual matrix of
responsibility distribution for Al ethics within
corporate communication systems

Stage Responsible . . Responsibility
of Al Lifecycle Actors Ethical Risks Mechanisms
System Design | Corporate Strategic Ethical
leadership, prioritization of | governance
strategy teams | efficiency over frameworks

ethics

users

Algorithm Al engineers, | Algorithmic bias, [Ethics-by-design
Development data scientists | opaque decision | principles
logic
Implementation |IT departments, | Lack of Disclosure and
management | transparency for | explainability

policies

Operational Use | Customer Scripted empathy | Human oversight
support, HR and and escalation
departments depersonalization | mechanisms
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Another critical ethical challenge of Al-driven
corporate communication is algorithmic bias, which arises
when machine learning systems reproduce or amplify
existing social inequalities embedded in training data.

Bias in automated communication can manifest in
several forms:

1. Linguistic bias, when Al systems generate different
tones or levels of politeness depending on user language
patterns.

2. Socio-economic bias, when automated systems
prioritize profitable customer segments.

3. Cultural bias, when training datasets reflect the
norms of a limited geographic or social context.

Such distortions undermine the principle of fairness
and create risks for corporate reputation. In the digital
economy, trust represents one of the most valuable
intangible assets of an organization. When customers
perceive automated communication as discriminatory or
manipulative, the long-term consequences extend beyond
individual service failures and affect the entire institutional
legitimacy of the enterprise.

Research in digital trust suggests that transparency
is a key factor in mitigating these risks. Users are
significantly more likely to accept automated
communication if they are clearly informed that they are
interacting with an Al system and if they retain the option
to escalate their request to a human representative.

Therefore, ethical corporate communication in the Al
era must adhere to three fundamental transparency
principles:

1. Disclosure — the user must know when Al is
involved.

2. Explainability — the organization must be able to
explain the logic behind automated decisions.

3. Human fallback — a human representative must
always be accessible for complex or emotionally sensitive
situations.

These principles collectively form the foundation of
what may be termed "digital communicative integrity".

The ethical dilemma between automation and human
empathy cannot be resolved through complete rejection
of artificial intelligence. Instead, contemporary research
increasingly supports the concept of Augmented
Intelligence.

Unlike the paradigm of full automation, Augmented
Intelligence emphasizes human-centered technological
support, where Al systems enhance human capabilities
rather than replace them.

Within corporate communication, this approach can
be implemented through a hybrid architecture consisting
of three operational layers:

1. Informational Layer

Al systems handle routine informational requests such
as account balances, delivery tracking, or frequently asked
questions. These interactions involve minimal emotional
complexity and primarily require factual accuracy.

2. Analytical Layer

Artificial intelligence assists employees in analyzing
customer data, predicting potential problems, and
suggesting communication strategies. However, final
decisions remain under human control.

3. Empathy Layer

Complex interactions involving emotional distress,
conflict resolution, or negotiation must be handled by
trained human professionals. In such cases, Al serves only
as an auxiliary tool for information retrieval.

This layered architecture allows companies to maintain
high operational efficiency while preserving the human
dimension of professional communication.

From a philosophical perspective, the concept of Aug-
mented Intelligence represents a modern reinterpretation
of Aristotle's principle of the Golden Mean, balancing
technological innovation with ethical moderation.

The long-term impact of Al-mediated communication
extends beyond operational efficiency and enters the
domain of organizational psychology and social capital
formation.

When companies rely extensively on automated em-
pathy scripts, employees may gradually lose opportunities
to practice authentic emotional intelligence. Over time, this
can lead to a phenomenon known as "empathy atrophy",
where interpersonal communication skills deteriorate due
to excessive technological mediation.

At the societal level, the widespread normalization of
simulated empathy may produce broader cultural
consequences. If individuals become accustomed to
interacting with systems that mimic emotions without
experiencing them, the distinction between genuine
compassion and algorithmic imitation may become
increasingly blurred.

Such developments raise fundamental questions
regarding the future of human authenticity in digital
economies. While technology can simulate emotional
language with remarkable sophistication, it cannot
replicate the ethical responsibility and moral reflection
inherent to human interaction.

Consequently, the preservation of empathy as a
professional competence should be considered not only
an ethical imperative but also a strategic resource for
sustainable organizational development.

Ultimately, ethical communication is not a choice
between "human or machine," but the integration of both
into a format of Augmented Intelligence. Al amplifies
human capabilities, but the final moral decision remains a
human responsibility [ 13].

Table 3. The "Golden Mean” in Al Communication
Management (According to Aristotle)

. Business Ethical
Extreme Characteristics .
Consequences Evaluation
Technophobia |Rejection of Slowness, high Deficient
automation costs, loss of rationality
competitiveness
Technocracy | Total automation | Erosion of trust, Excessiveness,
of loss of empathy dehumanization
communications
Golden Mean | Al amplifies Balance between | Moral
(Augmented [human capability |efficiency and temperance
Intelligence) humanity

The interpretation of automation through
Aristotle's concept of the "Golden Mean" allows for
the resolution of the binary opposition between
technophobia and technocracy. Ethical expediency lies
in moderation — utilizing Al as a tool to amplify human
capabilities rather than replace them. Thus, the concept

ISSN 2306-6814

Copyright © The Author(s). This is an open access article distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0 (https:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).




RO NAW

SR ONOMMRA KA VKA

of Augmented Intelligence emerges as a normative
model for harmonizing business efficiency with moral
responsibility.

CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH IN THIS AREA

To conclude the theoretical chapter, it is necessary to
systematize the approaches discussed. This demonstrates
the capacity for scientific generalization.

Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Ethical
Paradigms in Al Communications

. Primary Risk
Paradigm Key Focus Requirement for Al | of Automation
Deontology | Duty and Unconditional Manipulation and
(Kant) rules truthfulness and bot | violation of
identification autonomous will
Utilitarianism | Common Maximization of Ignoring the
(Mill) good speed and quality minority, «digital
for all isolation»
Virtue Ethics | Character | Preservation of Loss of the
(Aristotle) and wisdom | authenticity and brand’s «human
empathy facey

The systematization of these paradigms reveals that
each highlights a different dimension of the ethical problem
in Al communications. Deontology emphasizes duty and
truthfulness; utilitarianism focuses on consequences and
the common good; and virtue ethics centers on
organizational character and culture.

FromImmanuel Kant's perspective, the key rule is that
a bot must be identified and communication must be
honest. A violation of this principle constitutes a
manipulation of the customer's autonomy [7].

From John Stuart Mill's perspective, the primary
criterion is the maximization of utility: speed, accessibility,
and efficiency. However, the risk lies in ignoring the
minority and the emergence of digital isolation.

Table 5. Communication Levels according
to Mill: "Lower™” and "Higher” Pleasures

Level of . Ethical
Request Type Satisfaction Is Al Suitable? Recommendation

Balance check | Lower Yes, optimal Full automation is
permissible

Plan/Tariff Lower/Medium | Yes, with Hybrid model is

change oversight possible

Conflict or Higher Partially Mandatory human

complaint involvement

Crisis situation | Higher No Priority of human
support

From Aristotle's position, the decisive question is one
of character: does the brand maintain a human face, or does
it transform into an impersonal system? The risk of
automation is the loss of authenticity and practical wisdom
(phronesis) [14].

Thus, no single paradigm is self-sufficient. Deontology
provides the normative framework, utilitarianism offers
strategic rationality, and virtue ethics ensures cultural
depth. Only their synthesis allows for the formation of a
comprehensive model for the ethical implementation of Al
in corporate communications.

Applying the idea of "higher" and "lower" pleasures
allows for a differentiation of automation's expediency
based on the type of customer request. Routine operations

can be fully delegated to Al without significant moral loss,
whereas conflict or crisis situations demand human
participation. This approach ensures a balance between
technological efficiency and the preservation of human
dignity in business communications.

Table 6. Al Communication Responsibility

Matrix
Al Lifecycle Responsible Type of Potential Ethical
Stage Agent Responsibility Risk
Algorithm Engineers, Professional Biased data
Development Data Scientists
Implementation | Management [ Strategic Disproportionate
automation
Operation Support Operational Delayed
Service escalation
Corporate Top Moral and «Blurred
Policy Management | Legal responsibility»

Source: [15].

The responsibility matrix demonstrates that ethical risks
arise at all stages of the Al lifecycle — from development
to operation. Particular attention should be paid to the
phenomenon of "blurred responsibility," where algorithmic
decisions complicate the identification of the subject of
moral responsibility. Effective management requires a clear
institutionalization of roles and ethical audit procedures.

Finally, the proposed "Empathy-First" normative model
positions human emotional intelligence as the central element
of ethical business communication. Within this model,
artificial intelligence functions as a technological instrument
that enhances analytical capacity and operational speed while
preserving the primacy of human moral judgment.

In conclusion, the future of ethical corporate commu-
nication depends not on the rejection of artificial
intelligence but on the institutionalization of ethical
principles within technological design and organizational
culture. Companies that successfully integrate empathy,
transparency, and accountability into their digital
infrastructures will be better positioned to maintain
stakeholder trust in the emerging post-human commu-
nication environment of the global digital economy.
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