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Executive Summary 

Recent conversations about artificial intelligence increasingly point to the same conclusion from 

very different starting points: AI is not only a technical issue. It is also a moral, social, legal, and 

organizational question. On May 25, 2026, Pope Leo XIV released his first Encyclical letter, 

Magnifica Humanitas, which offers a powerful lens on the morality and ethics of AI, but it is far 

from the only one. Global frameworks from UNESCO, the OECD, the U.S. National Institute 

of Standards and Technology (NIST) AI Risk Management Framework, the Blueprint 

for an AI Bill of Rights, the EU AI Act, the Bletchley Declaration, the G7 Hiroshima AI 

Process, and broader responsible AI governance work all raise related concerns about dignity, 

fairness, transparency, accountability, safety, privacy, and the concentration of power.  

For business leaders, the practical implication is clear: AI does not simply automate tasks; it 

reshapes decisions, relationships, role design, capability development, trust, and culture. The 

organizations that benefit most from AI will not necessarily be those that adopt it fastest, but 

those that adopt it most responsibly preserving human judgment, aligning technology to values, 

and building governance that protects people as well as performance. U.S. frameworks reinforce 

this from two complementary angles: disciplined risk management through NIST and explicit 

protections for rights, privacy, and human alternatives through the Blueprint for an AI Bill of 

Rights. 

Bottom Line 

• AI is becoming a people strategy, a leadership strategy, and a trust strategy, not merely a 
technology strategy. 

• Organizations will create the most value when they adopt AI responsibly, with human judgment 
and trust designed into the system. 

 

Why AI Ethics Matters to Business 

In the broader conversation about AI, leaders often jump to familiar questions: How much efficiency 

can we unlock? Which roles can be automated? Where can generative tools accelerate knowledge 

work? Ethical frameworks ask a deeper question: what kind of workplaces, leaders, and human 

systems are we becoming through the technologies we build and deploy? Pope Leo XIV’s Chapter 3 

raises that question in explicitly moral language, while organizations such as UNESCO, the OECD, 

NIST, the EU AI Act, the Bletchley Declaration, and the G7 Hiroshima AI Process translate similar 

concerns into human-rights, governance, risk, and international policy language. 
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That convergence should matter to every executive team. Across these frameworks, AI is understood 

to influence not only output, but the experience of work itself. If leaders focus only on speed and scale, 

they may miss the hidden organizational costs: weaker judgment, lower trust, opaque decisions, 

reduced accountability, unfair outcomes, and growing cultural strain. Ethical AI is therefore not a side 

conversation to innovation; it is part of the operating model that determines whether innovation holds 

up under real world use.  

This is why ethical reflection can be translated directly into business language. Whether framed as 

human dignity, human rights, fairness, trustworthy AI, or risk management, the core challenge is 

similar: organizations must move from “Can we implement AI?” to “What human, legal, and 

organizational outcomes are we designing for?” That is a practical leadership question , one that 

should sit alongside ROI, productivity, and innovation in any modern AI strategy. 

 

A Comparative View of Leading AI Ethics Perspectives  

Although these frameworks emerge from different traditions, they overlap more than they diverge. 

The Vatican emphasizes dignity, moral responsibility, truth, work, and the common good. UNESCO 

frames AI ethics through human rights, inclusiveness, environmental stewardship, and the need for 

ethical impact assessment. The OECD emphasizes trustworthy AI through fairness, transparency, 

robustness, accountability, and democratic values. The NIST AI Risk Management Framework focuses 

on operational risk management, including governance, measurement, mapping, and ongoing 

management of AI risks, while the Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights adds a rights-based U.S. lens 

centered on safety, discrimination protections, privacy, notice, explanation, and human alternatives. 

The EU AI Act adds a formal risk-based regulatory model, while the Bletchley Declaration and the G7 

Hiroshima AI Process reinforce the need for frontier-model safety, international coordination, 

transparency, and lifecycle accountability. Together, they provide a richer and more practical 

foundation for business leaders than any single perspective alone.  

 

Framework Primary emphasis Shared concerns Business translation 

Vatican / Pope Leo XIV 
Human dignity, meaning of 

work, truth, limits of power, 

common good 

Accountability, fairness, 

transparency, human 

oversight 

Design AI to augment 

people, not diminish 

them 

UNESCO 
Human rights, inclusion, 

environmental and social 

wellbeing, impact assessment 

Fairness, oversight, non-

discrimination, 

transparency 

Evaluate downstream 

effects on people, 

communities, and 

ecosystems 

OECD 
Trustworthy AI, democratic 

values, robustness, safety, 

accountability 

Human-centered values, 

transparency, fairness 

Set board-level principles 

and governance 

expectations 

NIST AI Risk 

Management Framework 

Risk management, controls, 

testing, monitoring, 

documentation 

Safety, accountability, 

explainability, reliability, 

privacy, bias management 

Operationalize ethics 

through repeatable 

governance, 

measurement, and 

lifecycle controls 
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Blueprint for an AI Bill of 

Rights 

Rights-based protections for 

people affected by automated 

systems, including safety, 

discrimination protection, 

privacy, notice, explanation, 

and human alternatives 

Fairness, transparency, 

privacy, human oversight, 

recourse 

Apply stronger safeguards 

where AI affects rights, 

opportunities, or access to 

important services and 

decisions 

EU AI Act 

Risk-based regulation: 

prohibited uses, high-risk 

controls, transparency duties, 

and obligations for general-

purpose AI 

Fundamental rights, 

safety, human oversight, 

documentation, 

accountability 

Classify use cases by risk 

and build compliance into 

design, vendor selection, 

testing, and deployment 

governance 

Bletchley Declaration 

International cooperation on 

frontier AI safety, shared 

scientific understanding, and 

evaluation of emerging risks 

Human-centric 

development, 

transparency, 

explainability, bias 

mitigation, oversight, 

misuse risk 

Use frontier-model 

evaluation, scenario 

testing, and cross-sector 

coordination for higher-

capability AI use cases 

G7 Hiroshima AI Process 

Safe, secure, and trustworthy 

advanced AI through 

international guiding 

principles and a voluntary 

code of conduct 

Risk-based governance, 

transparency, security, 

incident reporting, 

content authenticity, 

accountability 

Adopt lifecycle controls 

for advanced AI, 

including testing, red-

teaming, public reporting, 

and monitoring of misuse 

and downstream harms 

 

Theme One: AI Can Hollow Out the Human Experience of Work  

One of the strongest themes across ethical discussions of AI is that it may diminish the human 

experience of work, not only through job displacement, but through the slow erosion of judgment, 

ownership, and creativity. Pope Leo XIV expresses this in terms of dignity and the meaning of work. 

The Vatican’s Antiqua et Nova similarly warns about deskilling and the weakening of critical thinking. 

UNESCO’s ethics framework broadens the concern by connecting AI to education, labor markets, and 

social wellbeing, arguing that technical progress should not come at the expense of human 

development. 

This matters because organizations do not create value merely through task completion. They create 

value through people who can exercise sound judgment, navigate ambiguity, collaborate across 

differences, and make thoughtful tradeoffs. If AI short-circuits those capabilities, the organization 

may become faster in the short term but weaker over time. That concern sits at the center of both 

moral and managerial perspectives on AI. 

From a business perspective, the risk is not only automation; it is deskilling. Teams may become more 

dependent on tools and less capable of independent thought. Managers may receive polished output 

without knowing whether employees understand the reasoning behind them. Analysts may produce 

insights more quickly but lose the deeper pattern recognition that comes from wrestling with data 

directly. In that sense, the ethical question of dignity overlaps with a strategic question of capability: 

are we using AI to deepen human performance, or to quietly replace it? 
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Business implication 

• The goal of AI should be augmentation, not substitution. 

• Organizations need role design, workflow design, and capability strategies that keep human 
judgment in the system. 

 

Theme Two: AI Is Not Neutral, It Encodes Values 

Another core idea running across major frameworks is that AI is never truly neutral. The tools reflect 

the assumptions, priorities, incentives, and constraints of the people and institutions that create them. 

Pope Leo XIV describes this in moral terms, warning that technology carries the character of those 

who devise and finance it. UNESCO frames the same issue through human rights and inclusion, while 

the OECD emphasizes that trustworthy AI must respect the rule of law, democratic values, fairness, 

and privacy. 

For businesses, this is a wake-up call. Too often, AI is treated as an objective layer that removes 

human bias, when in reality it may formalize existing assumptions at-scale. If the data is incomplete, if 

the success metrics are narrow, or if governance is weak, organizations can automate distorted 

decisions with a veneer of sophistication. That is why many ethics frameworks place fairness, non-

discrimination, and explainability near the center of responsible AI. The EU AI Act makes that 

expectation more concrete through obligations tied to risk level, the Hiroshima principles reinforce 

that these concerns should be addressed across the full AI lifecycle, and the Blueprint for an AI Bill of 

Rights underscores the importance of notice, explanation, privacy, and human alternatives when 

automated systems affect people in meaningful ways. 

This makes AI strategy inseparable from leadership values. What does the organization believe about 

fairness, transparency, accountability, employee voice, privacy, and human development? If leaders 

have not answered those questions, AI tools may answer them implicitly and not in ways the 

organization would choose consciously. 

Business implication 

• AI governance must begin upstream with values, not downstream with damage control. 

• Leaders should define where human review is required, what decisions must remain human-led, and 

what principles will govern AI use across the employee and customer experience. 

 

Theme Three: AI Can Concentrate Power and Distance Decision-

Making from People 

A further point of convergence is the concentration of power around AI. In the Vatican framing, this is 

a moral concern about domination and the distancing of decisions from the human person. UNESCO 

highlights the global concentration of AI capability in a small number of firms and countries. Broader 

governance discussions raise similar concerns about opacity, vendor dependency, and the imbalance 

between those who design systems and those who are affected by them.  

Inside companies, the pattern can repeat itself in a more practical form: AI decisions become 

centralized in technical teams or a small group of executives, while the people most affected by those 

decisions are rarely involved in shaping them. When that happens, employees may experience AI as 
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something done to them rather than with them. A tool meant to improve productivity may instead 

create anxiety, confusion, resentment, or quiet resistance if people do not understand why it exists or 

how it will change expectations. 

In practical terms, concentration of power shows up when there is no cross-functional governance, no 

employee listening, no clear policy boundaries, and no transparent communication about what AI is 

being used for. Organizations then lose the very thing they need most for successful adoption: 

credibility. The Bletchley Declaration adds a broader warning here: as frontier capabilities expand, 

safety cannot be left to isolated actors alone; it requires shared scientific understanding, stronger 

evaluation, and coordination across institutions. 

Business implication 

• AI adoption needs shared governance. 

• The most effective models include leaders from operations, HR, legal, risk, communications, 
learning, and the business, not just IT or data science. 

 

Theme Four: AI Challenges Truth, Authenticity, and Trust 

A fourth concern across many AI ethics frameworks is the weakening of truth, authenticity, and trust. 

Pope Leo XIV and Antiqua et Nova both warn that AI-generated content can be fluent and persuasive 

without being true. Research and governance communities raise the same issue under different 

language: misinformation, information quality, explainability, accountability, and the need for reliable 

evidence behind AI outputs. 

This issue extends well beyond misinformation in the public sphere. Inside organizations, it affects 

internal communications, policy interpretation, analytic outputs, learning materials, manager 

messaging, and customer-facing content. If employees cannot tell what is machine-generated, what 

has been verified, and where accountability sits, trust begins to erode.  

The challenge is relational as much as informational. Trust in organizations depends on authenticity 

on the belief that someone is accountable for what is being communicated, recommended, or decided. 

AI can support that process, but it cannot replace it. Businesses that deploy AI without clear 

transparency standards, review protocols, and ownership rules may save time while quietly 

undermining confidence. This is increasingly echoed in the G7 Hiroshima AI Process, which places 

visible emphasis on transparency, security, and measures that support content authenticity and 

responsible disclosure. 

Business implication 

• Organizations need clear standards for transparency, ownership, and review of AI-generated 
outputs. 

• Trust must be designed into communications, analytics, and decision support practices. 
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Five Practical Moves for Organizations 

1. AI Readiness and Human Impact Assessment 

Evaluate organizational readiness for AI through leadership interviews, employee listening, workflow 

mapping, and risk assessment. Include ethical impact questions alongside operational ones: where 

trust is strong or weak, where roles may be vulnerable to deskilling, where bias or opacity may emerge, 

and where governance gaps could create legal, ethical, or reputational risk.  

2. Human-Centered AI Governance 

Build governance models that define acceptable use, required human review, escalation paths, 

transparency expectations, documentation standards, and decision rights. Align AI oversight with 

organizational values, human-rights considerations, regulatory expectations, and business strategy. In 

practice, that increasingly means classifying use cases by risk, documenting controls, monitoring 

higher-impact systems, and applying stronger safeguards where AI may affect rights, opportunities, 

privacy, or access in ways consistent with NIST, the Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights, and related 

international frameworks. 

3. Workforce Capability and Job Redesign 

Redesign roles and workflows so AI enhances productivity while preserving judgment, creativity, 

accountability, and learning. Identify new skills, manager expectations, review disciplines, and 

reskilling priorities tied to AI-enabled work so that the workforce becomes stronger—not more 

dependent. 

4. Trust, Culture, and Communication Strategy 

Use employee listening strategies and communication planning to help leaders explain why AI is being 

introduced, how it will affect work, where boundaries exist, and how people will be supported. This is 

especially valuable where concern, confusion, or skepticism are high. 

5. Leadership and Executive Advisory 

Support senior teams in creating a coherent viewpoint on responsible AI in business. Facilitate 

alignment around what fairness, accountability, transparency, human oversight, and trust mean for 

the organization’s brand, people strategy, customer promise, and long-term culture. 

 

Translating Moral Questions into Executive Questions  

Many executives may not respond immediately to theological or policy language, but they will respond 

to clear business questions. One of the most useful ways to translate moral and governance themes 

into leadership dialogue is to convert them into executive decision prompts. 

For example: If AI increases speed, what human capability could decline as a result? If AI changes role 

design, who will make sure accountability stays visible? If AI becomes embedded in performance 

expectations, how will managers evaluate quality, judgment, and originality? If an AI-enabled process 

fails, who is accountable and who is most likely to be harmed first? 

These questions elevate AI from a technical project to a strategic conversation about organization 

design, culture, talent, trust, and leadership. That is where many organizations will need the greatest 

clarity as they move from experimentation to scaled adoption. 
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Three executive questions for every AI initiative 

• Dignity: Does this use of AI strengthen or diminish the human experience of work? 

• Capability: Does it build judgment, creativity, and learning or quietly replace them? 

• Trust: Does it increase transparency, fairness, and confidence or create ambiguity and distance? 

 

Illustrative Applications 

In healthcare and other regulated environments, AI may affect scheduling, documentation, workforce 

planning, communications, or employee support. The opportunity is real, but so are the risks around 

trust, bias, workload, and role clarity. Leaders should assess workforce sentiment, identify risk points, 

and create implementation strategies that protect both service quality and employee dignity.  

In manufacturing, logistics, and operations-heavy environments, AI may be introduced as a planning, 

forecasting, or efficiency tool. Yet if workers see it primarily as surveillance, replacement, or 

unrealistic productivity pressure, adoption will be compromised. Listening strategies, frontline leader 

enablement, and transparent change architecture become essential. 

In corporate and knowledge-work settings, generative AI creates immediate questions around 

authorship, critical thinking, review protocols, confidentiality, and manager expectations. 

Organizations should clarify work norms, decision rights, workflow boundaries, and learning needs so 

that AI use becomes consistent, responsible, and scalable. 

 

Conclusion: AI Will Be Judged by the Human Systems Around It  

Taken together, today’s leading AI ethics perspectives send a consistent message: AI must serve 

humanity rather than reduce people to what a system can measure, predict, or optimize. Whether the 

language is dignity, rights, trustworthy AI, risk management, or safe, secure, and trustworthy AI, the 

practical challenge is the same. The real test is not whether the technology is impressive. It is whether 

the organization is wise, disciplined, and transparent enough to use it responsibly.  

For leaders, the challenge sits at the intersection of work design, employee voice, governance, and 

strategic change, the same intersection where AI’s human consequences will be decided. 

Organizations need more than tools. They need stronger questions, clearer safeguards, and operating 

models that let technology advance without diminishing the people inside them. 

Organizations that do this well will gain more than AI adoption. They will build the kind of culture and 

leadership discipline required to use powerful technology without losing judgment, humanity, or trust.  

Key Takeaways: 

• AI adoption is accelerating, but sustainable value will belong to organizations that keep people, 
judgment, and trust at the center. 

• The organizations most likely to succeed will treat AI not only as a technology deployment, but as a 
leadership and operating model decision. 
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Appendix: Sources 

Antiqua et Nova – Vatican: 

https://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_ddf_doc_20250128_antiqua -et-

nova_en.html 

Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights – White House OSTP: bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/ostp/ai-bill-of-

rights/ 

Bletchley Declaration – UK Government / AI Safety Summit: gov.uk/government/publications/ai-

safety-summit-2023-the-bletchley-declaration 

EU AI Act – European Commission / Digital Strategy: digital-

strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai 

Executive Order 14110 – U.S. federal guidance on safe, secure, and trustworthy AI: 

govinfo.gov/link/cpd/executiveorder/14110 

Fratelli Tutti summary – Vatican News: https://www.vaticannews.va/en/pope/news/2020-10/fratelli-

tutti-pope-fraternity-social-friendship-long-summary.html 

G7 Hiroshima AI Process – Government of Japan / official process overview: 

soumu.go.jp/hiroshimaaiprocess/en/index.html 

Laudato Si’ – Vatican: https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/documents/papa-

francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html 

Magnifica Humanitas coverage – CBS News: https://www.cbsnews.com/news/pope-leo-ai-encyclical-

artificial-intelligence/ 

Magnifica Humanitas coverage – Catholic Register: https://www.catholicregister.org/item/3954-13-

things-to-know-about-pope-leos-encyclical-on-ai 

Magnifica Humanitas coverage – EWTN Vatican: https://ewtnvatican.com/articles/magnifica-

humanitas-pope-invokes-justice-to-combat-anti-human-vision-in-ai 

Magnifica Humanitas coverage – Fast Company: https://www.fastcompany.com/91548394/pope-leo-

xivs-ai-encyclical-is-getting-a-mixed-reception-from-the-tech-world 

NIST AI Risk Management Framework – NIST: nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework 

OECD AI Principles: oecd.org/en/topics/ai-principles.html 

Responsible AI governance playbook – World Economic Forum: 

weforum.org/publications/advancing-responsible-ai-innovation-a-playbook/ 

UNESCO Reccomendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence: 

unesco.org/en/articles/recommendation-ethics-artificial-intelligence 

USCCB coverage of Antiqua et Nova: https://www.usccb.org/news/2025/morality-ai-depends-human-

choices-vatican-says-new-document 

Vatican News summary of Antiqua et Nova: https://www.vaticannews.va/en/vatican-city/news/2025-

01/new-vatican-document-examines-potential-and-risks-of-ai.html 

 


