CHAPTER 12

DIGITAL ETHICS AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Sima Nart!

12.1. Transformation of Social Responsibility in the Digital Age

In the digital age, social responsibility has undergone a significant conceptual
and operational transformation, expanding beyond traditional corporate
philanthropy and compliance to encompass a broader, more dynamic, and
digitally embedded understanding. Traditionally, social responsibility was rooted
in face-to-face interactions and physical community engagement, often limited to
corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities such as donations, sponsorships, or
local community projects (Peloza & Shang, 2011). In such challenging times, firms’
efforts to inform the public about their financial or in-kind support to the Ministry
of Health have highlighted the critical importance of traditional public relations
practices for brand image and reputation (Yilmaz, 2020). However, with the rise
of digital technologies and global connectivity, the boundaries of responsibility
have shifted toward digital social responsibility (DSR), where organizations and
individuals are expected to act in a morally responsible manner (Mothafar et al.,
2024). This includes considerations such as responsible data governance, social
justice, respecting human rights, safeguarding the environment, and promoting
individual and societal well-being (Papagiannidis et al., 2025; Khan et al., 2024;
Baycur & Nejad, 2022). In this sense, digitalization has not only altered the tools
and channels of socially responsible behavior but also redefined its scope and
stakeholder expectations, calling for continuous ethical engagement in rapidly
evolving digital spheres.

This transformation also signifies a shift from reactive to proactive
responsibility.  Digital  stakeholders—including  companies,  consumers,
influencers, and platforms—are now co-creators of ethical standards in digital
environments, where actions have instant visibility (Dziubaniuk & Aarikka-
Stenroos, 2025; Reamer, 2017). Brands are increasingly held accountable by
online communities not just for what they sell, but for how they engage with
socio-political issues on social media, moderate content on digital platforms,

! Sakarya University, School of Business, Tiirkiye, snart@sakarya.edu.tr

Cite as: Nart, S. (2025). Digital ethics and social responsibility. In E. Yildirnm & H. Burgazoglu (Eds.), Digital ethics in marketing (pp. 187-204). Sakarya University
Press. https://doi.org/10.59537/saupress.2459



Digital Ethics in Marketing

and protect user privacy (Rizomyliotis et al., 2024; Grigorescu & Baiasu, 2023).
In parallel, consumers themselves are becoming agents of social responsibility,
engaging in ethical consumption, participating in digital activism, and using
online platforms to hold organizations accountable (Discetti & Anderson, 2023).
This reciprocal dynamic reinforces the notion that digital social responsibility
is not confined to institutional actors, but diffused across a digitally networked
public. Therefore, understanding social responsibility today necessitates an ethical
lens that incorporates platform logic, datafication, algorithmic transparency, and
the new moral economies of the digital world.

12.2. Rising Concerns and Need for Ethics

The digital transformation—ranging from algorithmic decision-making to
platform governance—has generated new risks related to privacy, manipulation,
inequality, and sustainability (Calderon-Monge & Riberio-Soriano, 2024). In this
context, the concept of social responsibility must evolve beyond its conventional
corporate roots to address digital challenges that are global, systemic, and deeply
intertwined with social justice.

One of the most pressing concerns in the digital age is the rise of surveillance
capitalism that commodifies personal data for profit (Zuboff, 2023). Platforms like
Google, Facebook, and British Airways track user behavior to generate predictive
insights, often without meaningful consent by disregarding responsibility
(Westwood, 2024; Steele, 2022). This creates a new asymmetry of power, where
corporations have vast knowledge over individuals, raising considerable questions
about autonomy, manipulation, and informed choice. Social responsibility in this
context requires transparent data practices, stricter regulations, and ethical data
stewardship to prevent exploitation and safeguard digital rights.

Another issue closely linked to this problem is the issue of disinformation.
In algorithm-driven environments, false or misleading content is often amplified
because it generates higher engagement. The ethical implications extend beyond
individual deception; disinformation undermines democratic processes, erodes
public trust, and contributes to social polarization (Bennet & Uldam, 2024;
Yannopoulou et al., 2024). When it comes to the ecological impact of digital
technologies, it introduces an often-overlooked yet vital dimension of digital
responsibility. Data centers, blockchain operations, and continuous device
production have significant effects on energy consumption and e-waste (Alsanie,
2025).

Social responsibility today mustbe ecologically informed, calling for sustainable
technological innovation, circular economy models, and green data policies.
However, these measures are only meaningful when grounded in a robust ethical
framework that prioritizes long-term societal well-being over short-term gains. In

188



Digital Ethics and Social Responsibility

the digital age, ethics becomes the compass guiding how responsibility is defined,
distributed, and practiced across stakeholders. Ethical responsibility requires a
critical evaluation of the values embedded in technological systems, as well as
the intentions behind innovation and digital infrastructures. Social responsibility,
without ethical grounding, cannot adequately address the interconnected
challenges of inequality, exploitation, and environmental degradation. Therefore,
integrating ethics into the core of social responsibility is not optional—it is
essential for ensuring that digital progress remains accountable, inclusive, and
truly sustainable.

12.3. Areas of Responsibility in the Digital Ecosystem

The digital ecosystem constitutes a multidimensional structure shaped by the
dynamicinteractionsamong institutions, platforms, consumers, and environmental
actors. Just as the physical ecosystem relies on reciprocal relationships between
organisms and their environment, the digital ecosystem is grounded in continuous
interactions and interdependencies among users, institutions, technologies,
and content. Within this environment, ethical responsibility is not confined to
corporate and technological actors but also extends to individuals. The areas of
responsibility within the digital ecosystem can be examined under three categories:
corporate responsibility, platform responsibility, and environmental responsibility.

12.3.1. Corporate Responsibility

Data is the most strategic resource of the digital economy. However, the
collection, processing, and sharing of consumer data should not be confined solely
to legal compliance (e.g., GDPR, Law No. 6698 on the Protection of Personal
Data); they must also be grounded in ethical principles. Transparent data policies,
explicit consent mechanisms, and the consumer’s right to control their own data
lie at the center of the digital ethics framework (Zuboft, 2019). These principles
were severely challenged in the Cambridge Analytica case, which brought global
attention to issues of data misuse and manipulation. The Cambridge Analytica
case represents a global scandal that brought data ethics to the forefront of public
debate. Through Facebook, the personal data of approximately 87 million users
was harvested without consent, analyzed to construct psychographic profiles
(e.g., personality traits, political preferences, behavioral predictions), and then
used for targeted political advertising and propaganda. This manipulation of voter
behavior led to congressional hearings with Mark Zuckerberg and a sharp decline
in Facebook’s market value. The scandal underscored how the unauthorized
exploitation of social media data can threaten democratic integrity, placing data
ethics, user privacy, and platform accountability at the center of the global agenda.

Algorithm design within the digital ecosystem must likewise be grounded in
ethical principles. Responsible Algorithm Design (RAD) is no longer a matter of
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goodwill; it has become a governance imperative at the intersection of corporate
management, risk management, compliance, and sustainability. Algorithms
increasingly shape critical decisions such as credit scoring, recruitment, and
targeted advertising. Therefore, developing systems that are unbiased, explainable,
and auditable is a fundamental corporate responsibility (Floridi & Cowls, 2019;
Mittelstadt et al., 2016).

A striking case was Amazon’s Al-based recruitment system in the mid-2010s.
Trained on a decade of historical resumes, the system sought to predict the
“best candidates.” However, because the majority of past applicants were male,
the algorithm reproduced this imbalance, systematically disadvantaging female
candidates. For instance, resumes containing the word “women” (e.g., “women’s
chess club”) were penalized, thereby automating gender discrimination (Dastin,
2022). This case demonstrates how algorithms can entrench historical social biases
and generate severe ethical challenges (Caliskan, Bryson & Narayanan, 2017).
Amazon ultimately abandoned the system in 2018. From the perspective of
Corporate Digital Responsibility, this case illustrates several critical lessons: data
ethics is essential for algorithmic fairness; data must be neutral and inclusive;
algorithmic processes should be explainable and auditable to ensure transparency
and accountability; and systems directly affecting human lives, such as recruitment,
must undergo regular bias testing and align with diversity objectives.

12.3.2. Platform Responsibility

Digital platforms play a central role in shaping the flow of information in
society. Yet, misinformation and disinformation pose significant threats to ethics
and democratic processes (Wardle & Derakhshan, 2017; Guess et al., 2018).
The spread of fake news during the 2016 U.S. presidential election, particularly
on Twitter and Facebook, revealed that platforms cannot be regarded merely as
neutral intermediaries driven by economic motives. As noted in the literature
(Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017; Vosoughi, Roy & Aral, 2018), the rapid circulation
of false content undermined transparency in democratic processes and weakened
voters ability to make informed decisions.

This reality highlights the responsibility of platforms to ensure algorithmic
transparency, establish control mechanisms to curb the spread of disinformation,
and facilitate user access to reliable information (Floridi, 2019; Gillespie, 2018). In
this respect, responsibility requires a proactive corporate approach that safeguards
democratic values, ethical standards, and the public interest—moving beyond the
narrow understanding of corporate social responsibility.

In content moderation, platforms should not only focus on removing harmful
material butalso strive to balance equitable access with the protection of freedom of
expression. An ethical approach entails ensuring accessible complaint mechanisms,
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maintaining algorithmic neutrality, and publishing regular, transparent reports
(Gillespie, 2018; Helberger, 2020). Criticism of YouTube’s recommendation
algorithms is particularly noteworthy. Research indicates that the platform’s
algorithms can sometimes steer users toward increasingly radicalizing content,
thereby undermining democratic discourse (O’Callaghan et al., 2015; Tufekei,
2018). Thus, ensuring content security, accuracy, and fairness requires not only
technical optimization but also a strong sense of social responsibility.

12.3.3. Environmental Responsibility

Data centers, blockchain technologies, and artificial intelligence applications
significantly increase the hidden carbon footprint of digitalization through high
energy consumption. According to the Cambridge Bitcoin Electricity Consumption
Index (2024), the Bitcoin network alone consumed more energy than Argentina,
underscoring that digitalization is not only a social issue but also an ethical challenge
in terms of environmental sustainability (Masanet et al., 2020).

Green computing seeks to minimize environmental impacts in the design,
use, and recycling of information technologies. Energy-efficient hardware, cloud-
based solutions, carbon-neutral data centers, and environmentally conscious
software development practices are central to this approach (Murugesan, 2008).
For instance, Google’s Al-assisted cooling systems in its data centers have achieved
30% energy savings, demonstrating the feasibility of such strategies.

Sustainable digital infrastructures must be evaluated not only in terms of
energy efficiency but also with regard to lifecycle management, recycling, e-waste
reduction, and the integration of renewable energy (Belkhir & Elmeligi, 2018).
Such an approach minimizes the ecological footprint of digitalization while
enabling long-term societal benefits.

One of the most pressing concerns is corporate greenwashing. Greenwashing
occurs when corporations portray themselves as environmentally responsible in
marketing communications while failing to implement substantive measures in
practice. Digitalization has made it easier for firms to exaggerate or fabricate
their “green” credentials through online platforms and algorithmic strategies. In
particular, unverified “carbon-neutral” claims by major technology companies
raise significant ethical concerns.

Institutions must, therefore, embrace sustainability principles not only in
communication but also in practice (Delmas & Burbano, 2011). Otherwise,
they risk ethical breaches and the erosion of stakeholder trust. Within the
framework of Corporate Digital Responsibility, greenwashing constitutes one of
the most critical vulnerabilities in digital ethics and environmental accountability.
Combating greenwashing, thus, becomes both an ethical imperative and a core
element of risk management.
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12.4. Literature Review

Social responsibility in the digital age has tremendous importance, as
mentioned before. The fact that it creates a suitable environment for unethical
practices makes it even more important to handle both academically and
practically. From the academic perspective, the contribution of this study is to
reveal what scholars have recently studied in the field of social responsibility,
combining with digital ethics. In this sense, studies that analyze digital ethics and
social responsibility together were searched on Google Scholar as of 2025, by the
end of July. After an elimination of studies that do not combine these research
topics and are not directly related, 26 academic papers (including articles and
book chapters) were listed. These studies were analyzed from the perspective of
four categories; insight(s), method, contribution(s) and future research;

* to draw a picture of this promising area,
* to show the tendency of scholars, and
* to contribute both academically and practically.

As shown in Table 1, the current literature on digital ethics and social
responsibility reveals a multi-dimensional and rapidly evolving field. The reviewed
literature reflects a strong scholarly inclination toward Al ethics, responsible
innovation, and platform governance as core areas of concern. Researchers
consistently address issues such as algorithmic bias, explainability, and the
ethical consequences of data-driven decision-making. Notably, newer topics such
as metaverse ethics, value-based Al, and digital human rights demonstrate the
field’s responsiveness to emerging technological challenges. In parallel, ethical
self-regulation and corporate digital responsibility (CDR) have emerged as
frameworks attempting to merge normative ethics with practical implementation
within organizations. These insights reveal that the field is not only reactive to
technological developments but also proactively shaping conceptual boundaries
around what constitutes ethical responsibility in digital contexts.

In terms of scholarly contributions, the literature predominantly emphasizes
trust-building mechanisms, governance frameworks, and ethical design principles.
Many works aim to enhance ethical literacy among professionals or propose tools
for implementing corporate digital responsibility. Contributions related to ESG
(Environmental, Social, Governance) performance indicate a growing interest
in aligning technological innovation with sustainable and socially responsible
goals. Moreover, specific domains such as ethical pricing, fair AI models, and
ethical supply chains demonstrate an application-oriented shift in the literature.
Yet, while the field increasingly produces normative guidelines, fewer studies
demonstrate how organizations adopt, adapt, or resist these ethical innovations.
Therefore, future contributions must not only propose ethical models but also
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examine their practical viability and organizational integration.

Considering future directions, some studies call for technological deep dives
(e.g., blockchain ethics, privacy innovation, etc.), while others stress societal-
level transformations such as marginalized literacy and regulatory inclusion.
Topics like cross-cultural comparisons, ethical behavior across generations, and
interdisciplinary frameworks are acknowledged but underexplored. Notably, many
studies lack clear projections or empirical paths for validating their ethical claims.
This gap indicates a need for future scholars to pursue comparative, context-
sensitive, and empirically grounded research agendas. Integrating stakeholder-
centered models, longitudinal designs, and interdisciplinary approaches
(combining law, ethics, Al, sociology, and behavioral economics, etc.) would
significantly enrich the field and move it toward actionable impact.

Table 1
Literature Review on Digital Ethics and Social Responsibility (2025)

Researcher(s) Insight(s) Method Contribution(s) Future Research
The paper discusses digital ethics - Focusing on empirical
in the Metaverse, highlighting - In-depth analysis - Explores key investigations to
challenges like privacy, identity, of 105 full ethical themes in  validate the proposed
and inclusivity. It emphasizes publications. the Metaverse. ethical solutions

Al-kfairy et al. social  responsibility  through - Proposed - Proposes - Investigating the

(2025)  proposed  solutions such as solutions include solutions for ethical implications of
privacy-by-design, equitable privacy-by-design ethical challenges ~ decentralization in the
access initiatives, and ethical and blockchain  and governance Metaverse
Al to foster responsible digital protections. initiatives. - Benefiting from TAM
ecosystems. and UTAUT
The paper emphasizes Islamic ' LOOk”.lg e

. o - Analyzes compliance practices
social responsibility (ISR) as a - Data collected . L .
. . . . adoption reasons  across wider industries
key influencer in adopting Islamic from 263 . .
. . L o . for Islamic and geographical
. Fintech services, highlighting the respondents in . . ;
Alsmadi importance of ethical practices Jordan Fintech services.  locations.

(2025) mp . P ) . - Highlights - Focusing on how

in financial systems. It connects - Analyzed using . . .
. . cultural influence  specific changes in
modern technology with ethical Smart PLS . .
. . on Islamic regulations shape
tenets to promote inclusive software.

Anunciagao et

al. (2025)

financial adoption across society.

Digital ~ ethics and  social
responsibility are crucial for young
information systems professionals,
as technological advancements
necessitate a commitment to
ethical obligations. Organizations
must establish values and policies
to guide professionals in making
responsible decisions regarding

technology's social impacts.

- Survey data

from 40 young
professionals
in information
systems.

- Analyzed

dimensions of
ethics and social
responsibility.

Fintech adoption.

- Evaluates ethics

and social
responsibility
relevance

for young
professionals.

- Encourages

sensitivity to
ethical obligations
in technology.

corporate behavior
over a period of time.

- Extending the results

to a more significant
statistical sample.

- Studying the possible

differences between
different generations in
information systems.
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Charles &
Grace (2025)

Chen et al.

Diene (2025)

Eyo-Udo et al.

Garcia &
Enzastiga

(2025)

(2025)

(2025)

The paper emphasizes nurses'
ethical responsibility in the

digital era, highlighting the need -

for veracity and transparency
in information dissemination.
It addresses the potential harm
of misinformation and
importance of sound evidence
in maintaining public trust and
safety.

The paper highlights  that
corporate digital transformation
(CDT)
responsibility
technological
and
asymmetry, thereby contributing
to better

improves social

by  enhancing
innovation
alleviating  information

environmental,

social, and governance (ESG)
performance.
The chapter discusses digital

ethics within ethical leadership,
emphasizing digital transparency,
Al-driven decision-making, and
cybersecurity. It highlights the
importance  of  accountability
mechanisms  and  navigating
cthical dilemmas, underscoring
the need for organizations to
uphold social responsibility in a
technology-driven landscape.

The paper emphasizes the
importance of ethical frameworks
in Al and ML, addressing

issues like biased algorithms,
privacy and
economic impacts. It advocates
for transparency, accountability,
and inclusive practices to ensure
technology humanity
ethically and responsibly.

concerns, socio-

serves

‘The paper emphasizes that digital
transformation
culture of social responsibility

necessitates  a

within companies. It highlights -

that without adopting ethical
practices  in  digitalization,
companies risk being excluded
from technological advancements,
which are crucial for innovation
and sustainable growth.

the -

- Strategies for

- Strategies

- Emphasis on

- Explores medical

Grounded
theory method
employed for
research.
Illustrative real-
world examples.

- Analyzing

financial and
corporate
governance data
from Shanghai
and Shenzhen
Stock Exchange
companies from
2009 to 2021.

- 6.992 annual

observations
were recorded.

developing
ethical
organizational
culture.

- Case studies of

ethical successes
and failures.

to mitigate
algorithmic
biases discussed.

transparency,
accountability,
and inclusive
datasets.

misinformation
and its impact on

public health.

- Discusses

nurses' ethical
responsibilities
regarding
information
dissemination.

- CDT enhances

ESG performance
through energy
saving and
innovation.

- It improves risk

management
and reduces
information
asymmetry.

- Explores ethical

leadership's role
in organizations.

- Discusses

accountability
mechanisms and
ethical dilemmas.

- Overview of

ethical challenges

in Al and ML.

- Strategies

to mitigate
algorithmic
biases and ensure
fairness.

- Promotes

Documentary
analysis method
used for in-depth

assessment.

digitalization

in socially
responsible
business models.
Highlights the
importance of
adopting social
responsibility
for technological
advancement.

- Assessing the impact

of professional
misinformation on
public trust and
health.

- Deepening the

relationship between
CDT and ESG

by considering
different cyberattack
perspectives.

- Employing more

refined data-mining
techniques.

- Sustainability in ethical

leadership practices.

- Impact of

technological
advancements on
ethical decision-
making.

- Mitigating algorithmic

biases and ensuring
fairness in Al systems.

- Developing privacy-

preserving algorithms
and responsible data
handling practices.

- Greater depth

can be organized
to strengthen the
importance of the
present work.
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Gomes &
Brasil (2025)

The paper emphasizes the need
for digital ethics and social

responsibility  to  safeguard
human  rights,  particularly
for marginalized groups, by

addressing the ineffectiveness of
existing norms and promoting
engagement from academia and
civil society to mitigate socio-
economic impacts.

- Employs a

theoretical and
philosophical
analysis rooted
in humanist and
legal thought,
especially the
Renaissance
concept of
human dignity
as outlined by
Giovanni Pico

- Examines human

rights in the
digital world
context.

- Proposes

solutions for
socio-economic
impacts of
exclusion.

- Developing regulatory,

educational, and
technological
frameworks that
protect human dignity
and ensure inclusive
participation in the
digital world.

della Mirandola
. - Focusing on
) - Examines : .
The paper emphasizes a value- accountabili developing practical
based approach to Al ethics, i frameworks for
PR .. transparency, - Proposes a value- | . .
highlighting accountability, explainabili based approach to implementing ethical
transparency, explainability, and anI:i usabili i Al ethifs P principles, creating
Iyeretal. usability as essential principles. rinciples R4 Offers r.actical metrics for measuring
(2025)  These principles guide digital pDiscuEs es. insi htf for adherence to ethical
ethics and social responsibility, st standards.
; . real-world responsible Al .
ensuring ethical Al development examples and development - Exploring the long-
and deployment across various i leP[’n entation P ’ term societal impacts
industries. ch Slen o of value-aligned Al
ges- systems.
The paper emphasizes the | conent and
importance of corporate social descriptive - Enhances
responsibility (CSR) in aligning analysis of reputation and
Jaroensombut business  goals with  social secondary data. builds crust wich - Not specified by the
eral. (2025) objectives, which can encompass . gyamination of stakeholders. authors
ethical considerations in digital | ocenrch articles - Drives innovation
practices and  stakeholder g, reputable and improves
engagement. journals. employee morale.
The paper emphasizes. the. need, Conceptual - Proposes ethical
for ethlhcal self-regulation in Al, exploration of self-regulation
advocating  for  transparency, o i dies for Al-driven
prlvacy—by—defal.llt, . and 4 regulatory advertising. .
Jones (2025) consumer-centric design o developments. - Identifies - Not specified by the
enhance trust. AddFessing privacy Proposes ethical ~ practical solutions author
concerns  proactively  fosters self-regulation for enhancing
societal acceptance and ethical | 4 o e trust
integration of Al technologies in . - Ay design. and privacy.
daily life. ' '
Ay e - Survey data
The paper emphasizes that ;Olleczesdo . Demonstrates
Industry 4.0  technologies ™ . Industry 4.0
enhance social supply chain ::::;f:;tﬁ:g technologies as Exoloring the
sustainability by  improving Utli df’ '.l strategic tools for pl' 8 £
Khan etal, traceability, transparency, and® -thzed farta social issues. app ication o .
(2025)  visibilicy, which are crucial for Least Squares- Promotes additional theoretical
ethical labor practices and social Struct'ural compliance with frameworks, such as
responsibility; thereby promoting £quation global ethical Stakeholder Theory.
compliance with global ethical Modelling standards and
standards and improving overall (PLS-SEM) ) sustainability.
supply chain responsibility. for 'hypothesm
testng,
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Lamberti et

al. (2025)

Li & Zhang

Masso et al.

Ramakrishnan

(2025)

(2025)

Mirzaie

(2025)

(2025)

The paper emphasizes the need -

for interdisciplinary approaches
in machine ethics to ensure Al
systems are socially responsible. It

advocates for deeper collaboration -

between ethicists and computer
scientists to effectively integrate
ethical decision-making into Al
development.

The paper discusses Tencent's
corporate  social  responsibility
(CSR) initiatives, highlighting its
adaptive strategies in response to
regulation. It reveals complexities
in digital ethics, as Tencent's CSR
efforts also serve as a business
frontier, raising questions about
responsibility

versus profit motives.

genuine  social

The paper emphasizes the need for
tailored ethical guidelines in social
science  research,
regarding emerging technologies.

It advocates for interdisciplinary
dialogue and addresses -
inequalities ~ in  knowledge
production,  highlighting  the

importance of digital ethics and
social responsibility in research
practices.

the

value-sensitive

The paper emphasizes
importance  of
design and responsible innovation
in addressing digital ethics and
social responsibility, highlighting
the interplay between technology
and societal values, and the need
for frameworks to navigate the
ethical implications of emerging
technologies.

The paper discusses Al-driven
ethical ~ pricing, emphasizing
social responsibility by creating
fair pricing strategies. It highlights
the importance of unbiased Al
systems and transparency, aiming

to balance profitability ~with
societal ~well-being, ultimately
fostering a more equitable
marketplace.

particularly -

- Advanced

- Analyzes

Analysis of
MACHIAVELLI
and Delphi case
studies.

Socratic
Dialogue for
enhancing
interdisciplinary
collaboration.

challenges in
interdisciplinary
collaboration for

ethical Al

- Proposes Socratic

Dialogue to
enhance ethicist-
computer
scientist
collaboration.

- Examines

- Mixed methods

of documentary
research and
expert interviews.

- Examination of

Tencent's CSR
initiatives and
organizational
restructuring.

Tencent's
adaptive CSR
initiatives amid
regulatory
pressures.

- Highlights

complexities in
CSR practices
and digital
platform logic.

- Tailored ethical

Surveyed 214
international
social scientists.
Analysis of
evolving research -
ethics and
methodologies.

guidelines

for diverse
methodologies in
research.
Understanding
evolving research
ethics in a data-
driven world.

- Advocates for

- Value-sensitive

design and
responsible
innovation
frameworks.

- Empirical study

of interactional
perspectives
challenges.

machine learning
algorithms and
data analysis

- Sliding-scale and -

tiered pricing
structures.

value-sensitive
design and
responsible
innovation.

- Examines ethical

implications

of emerging
technologies and
sociotechnical
systems.

- Enhanced brand

reputation
through ethical
pricing strategies.
Improved access
to essential goods
and services.

- Studying other cases
will reveal extra
insights.

- Using alternative
frameworks may
guide Al toward
morally informed
development.

- Not specified by the

authors.

- Exploring the
differences across
various countries.

- Not specified by the
author

- Examining how ethical
pricing models affect
income inequality

- Revealing the
effectiveness of
different ethical pricing
approaches.
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Sun et al.
(2025)

Tan et al.
(2025)

Udokwu et al.
(2025)

Vasudevan

(2025)

Wang &
Huang (2025)

The paper emphasizes the
importance  of  responsible -
Al practices  in  digital
transformations, highlighting
their role in ensuring ethical
advancements and social -
responsibility in business

operations, ultimately enhancing
operational  efficiency  and
subsidiary performance within the
context of the digital economy.

The  paper
importance of Environmental,
Social, and Governance (ESG)
principles in digital innovation

emphasizes

within a responsible manner,
highlighting  their impact on

consumer behavior and the
need for a unified theoretical
framework.

The paper emphasizes the

critical intersection of ethical Al
development and social resilience,
advocating  for  blockchain
integration to enhance trust and
transparency. It highlights the
importance of interdisciplinary
collaboration and adaptive policy
frameworks in addressing digital
ethics and social responsibility.

The paper discusses digital
ethics in marketing analytics,
emphasizing  the need for

responsible data practices, privacy
protection, and bias mitigation.

It highlights the importance of -

transparency and  professional
accountability to foster trust and
navigate the complexities of data-
driven decision-making.

The  paper digital
responsibility (DR) in platform
enterprises, emphasizing
product,  technological,
application  responsibilities. It
highlights the importance of
digital self-regulation, regulation
of  others, foresight,
addressing ethical concerns like
algorithmic discrimination and
user data breaches within social
responsibility frameworks.

discusses

and

and

the

Analyzing

data from

202 affiliated
subsidiaries.
Examining
HRM
collaboration and
technological
turbulence.

Bibliometric
analysis of 455
Scopus-indexed
documents.

- Mapping current

landscape and
future directions
of ESG
digitalization
research.

- Integration

of blockchain
technology into
Al systems.

- Literature review

and case study of
sextortion.

- Analysis of

current practices
and regulatory
frameworks.
Exploration of
industry cases
and ethical
challenges.

- Grounded

theory method
employed for
research.

- In-depth

interviews and
three-level
coding analysis
conducted.

- Examines

responsible
Al's impact
on subsidiary
performance.

- Expands ethical

Al practices
in business
digitalization.

- Highlights

multidisciplinary
interest in ESG
digitalization
research.

- Identifies

leadership
potential of
China, Malaysia,
and the United
States.

- Integration

of blockchain
enhances trust
and transparency
in AL

- Guidelines for

secure data
management

and victim
empowerment are

proposed.

- Proposes a

framework for
ethical data
analytics.

- Provides practical

recommendations
for ethical
responsibility in
marketing.

- Clarifies the

concept of
platform
enterprises’ digital

responsibility.

- Provides a

theoretical
foundation

for sustainable
development in

the digital era.

- Impact of responsible

Al on operational
efficiency.

- Role of HRM

collaboration in digital
transformations.

- Broadening the scope

by utilizing multiple
databases.

- Benefiting from

comprehensive scoping
or systematic reviews
of DESG and ESG

literature.

- Integration of

blockchain in various
Al applications.

- Interdisciplinary

collaboration
for ethical AL
development.

- Exploring how to

balance innovation
with ethics amid
evolving technologies
and societal
expectations.

- Exploring

corporate social
responsibility and
digital responsibility
relationship.

- Investigating

sustainable
development in the
platform economy
context.
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- Expanding the
The paper discusses corporate - Mixed-methods scope of the scale
. - - Introduces a : .
digital ~ responsibility  (CDR) approach . by incorporating
. consumer-centric L . .
from a consumer perspective, for scale additional dimensions.

corporate digital

emphasizing  dimensions like development and responsibility - Exploring how the

Yang etal. digital transparency,  privacy, validation. scale CDR scale varies

(2025)  and inclusiveness, which align - Exploratory Provides insights across different

for responsible
practices in
digital business.

industries.

- Using the scale in
cross-cultural research
to investigate whether
there are differences.

with digital ethics and social qualitative study
responsibility by  addressing followed by a
consumer expectations in the quantitative
digitalized business environment. study.

The paper emphasizes the

. . .+ Development .
importance  of  integrating P np - Development - Understanding and
i . . . 29 of open-access L L
ethical considerations in digital p . of open-access mitigating algorithmic
. . course materials . LG .
transformation, particularly for dieital course materials  bias in education
o - o a . .
. for marginalized communities. 8 R for digital technologies.
Yiiksel Arslan . ... transformation. . .
It advocates for prioritizing . transformation. - Promoting
et al. (2025) . T . 2. Integration . .
ethical  principles,  elevating f ethical - Promotion of digital literacy
. of ethical B L
underrepresented  voices, and . . digital literacy for marginalized
considerations

and ethical design  communities'
principles. participation.

fostering a more equitable digital and user design

landscape to promote social L
participation.

responsibility in technology use.

12.5.Discussion and Implications

In the digital era, social responsibility and ethics have undergone a profound
transformation, extending beyond traditional approaches focused on philanthropy
or community engagement and becoming deeply embedded within technological
systems (Peloza & Shang, 2011; Mothafar et al., 2024). This transformation
requires both institutions and individuals to play an active role in shaping ethical
standards in digital environments (Discetti & Anderson, 2023; Rizomyliotis et
al., 2024).

The findings suggest that social responsibility is no longer merely reactive but
has become a proactive strategic necessity rooted in transparency, accountability,
and sustainability (Dziubaniuk & Aarikka-Stenroos, 2025). Recent literature
highlights growing interest in Al ethics, platform governance, and corporate
digital responsibility (Papagiannidis et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2025). Issues such as
algorithmic bias (Eyo-Udo et al., 2025), explainability (Iyer et al., 2025), and data
privacy (Jones, 2025; Steel, 2022) lie at the center of ongoing debates.

Nevertheless, much of the research remains conceptual, with limited empirical
evidence on how organizations implement or resist ethical frameworks (Garcia
& Enzastiga, 2025; Gomes & Brezilya, 2025). This gap underscores the need
for studies that evaluate the practical applicability of digital ethics principles.
Furthermore, the literature has paid insufficient attention to cross-cultural
variations, intergenerational differences in ethical behavior, and interdisciplinary
integration (Masso et al., 2025; Lamberti et al., 2025). These gaps suggest that
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digital social responsibility is context-dependent rather than universally defined.
Comparative studies across socio-cultural settings are therefore essential to
strengthen the theoretical foundations of the field.

This study demonstrates that digital ethics and social responsibility are
inseparable. Aligning technological innovation with ethical values is not only
crucial for corporate sustainability but also essential for societal well-being

(Zuboff, 2023; Calderon-Monge & Riberio-Soriano, 2024).

* Academic contributions: Future research should empirically validate
digital ethics models at the organizational level, investigate cross-cultural
differences in greater depth, and develop stakeholder-centered frameworks
(Tan et al., 2025; Vasudevan, 2025). Building on these academic
perspectives, it is also essential to consider their translation into real-world
practice.

* Practical contributions: Institutions must prioritize transparent data
governance, responsible algorithm design, and platform accountability in
combating disinformation and the creation of environmentally sustainable
digital infrastructures (Alsanie, 2025; Wang & Huang, 2025). In parallel,
these institutional practices should be reinforced through supportive
policy measures.

* Policy recommendations: Regulatory frameworks in digital ethics should
function not merely as instruments of control but also as mechanisms
fostering inclusive and sustainable digital development (Bennet &
Uldam, 2024; Khan et al., 2024). Taken together, these recommendations
underscore the need for a comprehensive and multi-level approach.

In conclusion, the multidimensional intersection of digital ethics and social
responsibility presents significant academic and practical opportunities. In
today’s era of rapid digital transformation, addressing these issues holistically is
indispensable for building a transparent, equitable, and sustainable digital future.
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