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ABSTRACT 

Recent advances in artificial intelligence have accelerated the development of systems capable of detecting, 
interpreting, and responding to human emotions through facial expressions, vocal patterns, physiological 
signals, and behavioral data. These developments have stimulated growing interest in the use of emotional 
artificial intelligence across organizational and educational settings, where emotion-aware technologies are 
increasingly employed to support recruitment, employee management, learner engagement, customer 
interactions, and decision-making processes. Although these technologies promise greater personalization, 
improved communication, and more responsive institutional environments, they simultaneously introduce 
significant ethical, governance, and societal challenges.​
This paper examines emotional artificial intelligence as an institutional and governance phenomenon rather 
than as a purely technological innovation. Drawing on interdisciplinary scholarship from management studies, 
organizational ethics, educational governance, and information systems, the study develops a conceptual 
framework for understanding how emotion-aware technologies reshape relationships between individuals and 
institutions. The analysis suggests that emotional AI may strengthen organizational responsiveness and support 
well-being initiatives when implemented within transparent and accountable governance structures. At the same 
time, the collection and interpretation of emotional data generate concerns regarding surveillance, emotional 
privacy, algorithmic bias, manipulation, and the redistribution of decision-making authority from human actors 
to automated systems.​
Adopting an interpretivist and systems-oriented perspective, the paper proposes a governance framework that 
conceptualizes responsible emotional AI as a socio-technical system requiring ethical oversight, institutional 
accountability, and continuous human judgment. The study argues that the central challenge facing 
organizations and educational institutions is not whether emotional AI should be adopted, but under what 
conditions such technologies can remain compatible with human dignity, individual autonomy, and democratic 
values. By positioning emotional AI within broader debates concerning governance and institutional legitimacy, 
the paper contributes to the emerging literature on responsible artificial intelligence and provides a conceptual 
foundation for future empirical and comparative research. 

KEYWORDS: affective computing; emotional surveillance; algorithmic governance; organizational trust; 
ethical artificial intelligence; digital accountability; human-centered institutions; socio-technical systems 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Artificial intelligence has moved rapidly from the periphery of organizational life to its 
operational center. Systems capable of generating predictions, automating decisions, and 
supporting strategic processes are now embedded in the daily activities of public institutions, 
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educational organizations, and private enterprises. More recently, a new generation of 
artificial intelligence applications has emerged, one that seeks not only to process information 
but also to recognize and interpret human emotions. Emotional artificial intelligence, often 
referred to as affective computing, extends the scope of algorithmic systems beyond 
cognition and behavior into domains traditionally considered deeply personal and inherently 
human. 

This development has important implications for the future of organizations and educational 
institutions. Emotional states increasingly constitute a form of data that can be captured, 
analyzed, and translated into managerial or pedagogical interventions. Organizations are 
experimenting with emotion-recognition technologies to evaluate job candidates, monitor 
employee well-being, personalize customer interactions, and identify signs of stress or 
disengagement in the workplace. Educational institutions are similarly exploring systems 
capable of monitoring student affective states to detect frustration, boredom, or declining 
motivation and to adapt learning environments accordingly (McStay, 2020; Sadegh-Zadeh et 
al., 2026). 

The rapid expansion of these technologies has produced a notable tension in the literature. On 
one hand, emotional AI is presented as a mechanism for creating more responsive and 
empathetic institutions. Emotion-aware systems are expected to improve communication, 
facilitate early interventions in situations of psychological distress, and support 
individualized experiences in both educational and organizational settings (Mantello & Ho, 
2024; Lee et al., 2025). On the other hand, a growing body of scholarship argues that the 
collection and algorithmic interpretation of emotional data introduces unprecedented forms of 
surveillance and institutional control (Danielsen, 2023; Roemmich, Schaub, & Andalibi, 
2023). Emotions, once considered transient and private experiences, risk becoming 
measurable organizational assets subject to monitoring, evaluation, and intervention. 

This tension is particularly significant because emotions are fundamentally different from 
other forms of data commonly used in algorithmic decision-making. Performance indicators, 
attendance records, and productivity measures can be observed and verified with relative 
ease. Emotional states, by contrast, are context-dependent, culturally mediated, and often 
ambiguous. Attempts to infer emotions through computational models necessarily involve 
interpretive assumptions that may be inaccurate or biased (DiBerardino & Stark, 2023). The 
consequences of such errors are potentially substantial when emotional data are used to 
inform employment decisions, educational interventions, or assessments of individual 
well-being. 

The emergence of emotional AI therefore raises questions that extend well beyond 
technological performance. The central issue concerns institutional legitimacy and 
governance. Organizations increasingly possess the technical capacity to monitor emotional 
expressions, yet it remains uncertain whether they possess the ethical authority to do so. The 
deployment of emotion-recognition technologies challenges established understandings of 
privacy, autonomy, and accountability. It also forces institutions to reconsider where the 
boundaries between support and surveillance, personalization and manipulation, or care and 
control should be drawn. 
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Recent scholarship reflects this growing concern. McStay (2020) argues that emotional AI 
creates a new political economy of feelings in which emotional experiences become objects 
of institutional management. Roemmich et al. (2023) demonstrate that emotion-recognition 
technologies in employment contexts may intensify emotional labor and create new forms of 
emotional surveillance. Similarly, Romano (2024) suggests that the increasing delegation of 
relational functions to intelligent systems alters the nature of human interactions and raises 
profound ethical questions regarding authenticity and trust. Within educational contexts, 
Akgun and Greenhow (2022) and Sadegh-Zadeh et al. (2026) warn that continuous affect 
monitoring may generate unintended consequences for learner autonomy and psychological 
safety. 

Despite these concerns, the existing literature remains fragmented. Studies in organizational 
settings tend to focus on workplace surveillance and employee well-being, whereas research 
in education often concentrates on learning analytics and personalized instruction. Few 
contributions attempt to develop an integrated conceptual framework capable of explaining 
emotional AI as a broader institutional phenomenon characterized by common governance 
challenges across domains. The absence of such a framework limits our understanding of 
how emotional AI reshapes relationships between individuals and institutions and 
complicates the development of coherent ethical and regulatory responses. 

The present paper addresses this gap by examining emotional artificial intelligence through 
the lenses of governance, institutional legitimacy, and socio-technical systems theory. Rather 
than treating emotional AI as a technological innovation that simply requires better 
implementation, the study conceptualizes it as a governance challenge that reconfigures 
authority, accountability, and human agency within contemporary institutions. The paper is 
guided by three interrelated questions. First, what opportunities and risks emerge when 
organizations and educational institutions adopt emotion-aware technologies? Second, how 
do these technologies transform relationships between institutions and the individuals whose 
emotional data are collected and interpreted? Third, what forms of governance are necessary 
to ensure that emotional AI remains compatible with human dignity, individual rights, and 
institutional trust? 

Addressing these questions is increasingly important because emotional AI is likely to 
become a significant component of future organizational and educational infrastructures. The 
challenge is not merely technological adoption but institutional design. Decisions regarding 
who may collect emotional data, how such data should be interpreted, and under what 
conditions algorithmic recommendations should influence human judgment will shape the 
legitimacy of intelligent institutions in the coming decades. By developing a conceptual 
framework that integrates organizational, educational, and ethical perspectives, this paper 
seeks to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of emotional AI and to provide a 
foundation for future empirical and policy-oriented research. 

Literature Review 
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Artificial intelligence capable of identifying and interpreting emotional states occupies a 
peculiar position within contemporary debates on digital transformation. Unlike earlier 
generations of algorithmic systems that focused primarily on prediction and automation, 
emotional AI seeks to transform human feelings into computationally manageable forms of 
information. This shift has profound implications because emotions are not merely individual 
experiences. They are social signals, relational resources, and often the foundation upon 
which trust, cooperation, and institutional legitimacy are built. 

The intellectual origins of emotional AI can be traced to the field of affective computing, 
which proposed that computational systems could detect and respond to human emotions 
through physiological and behavioral indicators. Early research treated these capabilities as 
mechanisms for improving human-computer interaction and personalizing digital 
experiences. More recent scholarship has adopted a more critical stance. McStay (2020) 
argues that emotional AI has created entirely new forms of emotional data extraction in 
which feelings become measurable organizational assets. In this perspective, emotions cease 
to be exclusively private experiences and become resources that can be monitored, 
categorized, and potentially governed by institutions. 

This development has generated an increasingly polarized literature. One line of scholarship 
emphasizes the potential benefits of emotional AI. In organizational environments, 
emotion-aware systems are associated with more personalized communication, early 
identification of employee stress, and improved support for psychological well-being 
(Mantello & Ho, 2024). Similar arguments are present in educational research, where 
affect-sensitive technologies are viewed as tools capable of identifying disengagement and 
adapting learning experiences to students' emotional needs (McStay, 2020; Wahi et al., 2026). 
The underlying assumption in these studies is that better emotional information allows 
institutions to become more responsive and potentially more humane. 

A second body of literature challenges this optimistic interpretation. Danielsen (2023) argues 
that the integration of emotional AI into workplaces creates new emotional risks by extending 
organizational monitoring into domains previously protected by social norms of privacy and 
personal autonomy. Roemmich, Schaub, and Andalibi (2023) similarly observe that 
emotional AI systems may intensify emotional labor by requiring employees not only to 
perform work tasks but also to produce emotional states that conform to organizational 
expectations. This concern is particularly important because emotions are often ambiguous 
and context dependent. The algorithmic translation of facial expressions or vocal 
characteristics into emotional categories inevitably involves assumptions that may 
oversimplify human experiences. 

Educational contexts present comparable tensions. Akgun and Greenhow (2022) note that 
emotion-recognition technologies in educational settings may create substantial ethical 
challenges related to informed consent, data ownership, and student autonomy. Sadegh-Zadeh 
et al. (2026) extend this argument by demonstrating that continuous monitoring of student 
affective states raises concerns regarding psychological safety and institutional surveillance. 
Corza-Vargas et al. (2024) further show that students express considerable reservations about 
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how cognitive and emotional data are collected and visualized, particularly when such 
processes lack transparency and meaningful opportunities for participation. 

A common feature across these debates is the question of trust. Institutional trust depends not 
only on effectiveness but also on perceptions of legitimacy, fairness, and accountability. 
Emotion-recognition systems challenge all three dimensions simultaneously. Individuals may 
question whether organizations have the right to collect emotional information, whether 
algorithmic interpretations are sufficiently accurate, and whether the resulting decisions can 
be contested or explained. Romano (2024) argues that the increasing delegation of relational 
functions to artificial intelligence risks altering the foundations of human relationships by 
reducing complex emotional experiences to computational variables. 

Another significant debate concerns algorithmic bias. Roemmich et al. (2023) demonstrate 
that emotion-recognition technologies used in recruitment frequently embody assumptions 
regarding acceptable forms of emotional expression. Such assumptions may disadvantage 
individuals from different cultural, linguistic, or neurodiverse backgrounds. Similar concerns 
emerge in educational settings, where emotional expressions can vary substantially across 
social and cultural contexts. DiBerardino and Stark (2023) warn that attempts to classify 
emotions through computational methods may inadvertently reproduce stereotypes and create 
new forms of institutional discrimination. 

The literature also increasingly recognizes that emotional AI cannot be understood solely as a 
technological issue. Risdianto et al. (2026) argue that responsible artificial intelligence 
requires the integration of emotional, social, and ethical dimensions into organizational 
decision-making. Their work reflects a broader shift toward human-centered frameworks that 
view artificial intelligence as a socio-technical system embedded within institutional norms 
and value structures. Yılmaz (2025) similarly proposes that educational leadership in AI 
environments must be grounded in ethical sensitivity and emotional awareness rather than 
technological efficiency alone. 

Despite these important contributions, several conceptual limitations remain. First, research 
on emotional AI remains highly fragmented across disciplinary boundaries. Organizational 
studies focus primarily on surveillance and employee well-being, while educational research 
concentrates on learning analytics and student engagement. Second, much of the literature 
examines individual outcomes while paying comparatively little attention to governance 
structures and institutional consequences. Third, there is limited conceptual work exploring 
the common challenges that emotional AI creates across different institutional domains. 

These limitations suggest the existence of a missing conceptual bridge. Emotional AI appears 
in different organizational contexts, yet many of the underlying issues are remarkably similar. 
Questions concerning emotional privacy, algorithmic legitimacy, accountability, and human 
agency emerge repeatedly across domains. A comparative perspective may therefore offer a 
more coherent understanding of emotional AI as an institutional phenomenon rather than a 
collection of isolated technological applications 

Table 1. Comparative Conceptual Constructs Across Institutional Domains 
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Conceptual 
Dimension 

Educational 
Institutions 

Organizational and 
Workplace Settings Governance Implications 

Identified 
Conceptual Gap 

Primary objective of 
emotional AI 

Student engagement 
and support 

Employee productivity 
and well-being 

Different institutional 
purposes require different 
accountability structures 

Lack of comparative 
governance 
frameworks 

Emotional data 
collection 

Learning analytics 
and affect 
monitoring 

Workplace surveillance 
and performance 
management 

Questions of consent and 
proportionality 

Limited cross-domain 
ethical standards 

Decision authority 

Shared between 
educators and 
systems 

Increasing managerial 
reliance on algorithms 

Human oversight becomes 
critical 

Insufficient 
theorization of human 
accountability 

Privacy expectations 

Protection of minors 
and vulnerable 
learners 

Employee emotional 
privacy rights 

Data protection 
requirements differ across 
sectors 

Absence of unified 
emotional privacy 
principles 

Algorithmic bias 

Cultural 
interpretation of 
student emotions 

Bias in recruitment and 
employee assessment 

Risk of discrimination and 
exclusion 

Limited comparative 
evidence 

Trust relationships 
Student-institution 
trust 

Employee-employer 
trust 

Legitimacy depends on 
transparency 

Underdeveloped trust 
frameworks 

Autonomy concerns 
Student agency and 
self-determination 

Employee autonomy 
and emotional labor 

Need for participatory 
governance 

Weak integration of 
autonomy literature 

Surveillance intensity 
Continuous learning 
analytics 

Continuous workplace 
monitoring 

Risk of normalization of 
emotional surveillance 

Lack of institutional 
boundaries 

Ethical 
accountability 

Educational ethics 
and duty of care 

Corporate responsibility 
and compliance 

Governance responsibilities 
remain ambiguous 

Fragmented 
accountability 
mechanisms 

Social consequences 

Effects on inclusion 
and psychological 
safety 

Effects on workplace 
culture and well-being 

Long-term institutional 
impacts remain uncertain 

Insufficient 
longitudinal 
perspectives 

Regulatory 
environment 

Education and child 
protection 
regulations 

Employment and data 
protection legislation 

Regulatory fragmentation 
across sectors 

Limited policy 
integration 

Institutional 
legitimacy 

Trust in educational 
governance 

Trust in organizational 
leadership 

Legitimacy increasingly 
depends on AI governance 
capacity 

Missing integrative 
institutional theory 

Source: Authors' synthesis based on McStay (2020), Danielsen (2023), Roemmich et al. (2023), Akgun and 
Greenhow (2022), Romano (2024), and Sadegh-Zadeh et al. (2026). 

The comparative analysis presented in Table 1 suggests that emotional AI generates 
structurally similar governance challenges despite differences in institutional objectives and 
stakeholder configurations. The literature therefore points toward a significant research gap. 
Existing studies explain specific applications of emotional AI but rarely conceptualize 
emotion-aware technologies as institutional systems that redistribute authority, redefine 
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privacy boundaries, and alter relationships between individuals and organizations. 
Addressing this gap requires a conceptual framework capable of integrating ethical, 
organizational, and governance perspectives into a single analytical model. 

The next section develops such a framework and explains the interpretivist and 
systems-oriented methodology adopted in this study. 

3. Methodology and Conceptual Framework  

The fragmented nature of the existing literature suggests that emotional artificial intelligence 
cannot be adequately understood through technological or functional perspectives alone. 
Emotion-aware systems increasingly operate as institutional mechanisms that influence 
decision-making processes, shape relationships between organizations and individuals, and 
redefine the boundaries between public and private domains of human experience. A 
conceptual approach is therefore appropriate because the central questions addressed in this 
study concern governance arrangements, ethical legitimacy, and institutional consequences 
rather than the measurement of individual behaviors or the evaluation of a specific 
technological intervention. 

The study adopts an interpretivist and systems-oriented epistemological position. From this 
perspective, organizations and educational institutions are understood as socio-technical 
systems composed of interacting actors, formal rules, cultural expectations, and technological 
infrastructures. Emotional AI is conceptualized not as an independent technological variable 
but as an institutional actor whose effects emerge through complex interactions between 
algorithms, organizational norms, regulatory frameworks, and human interpretations. Such an 
approach recognizes that emotional data are socially constructed and context dependent. The 
meaning of an emotional expression cannot be reduced to a purely computational category 
because emotions are mediated by culture, relationships, and institutional expectations. 

The study employs a conceptual comparative methodology. This methodological choice is 
justified by three considerations. First, the field of emotional AI remains theoretically 
fragmented and empirically heterogeneous. Existing studies use different definitions, 
methodological approaches, and institutional settings, making direct empirical synthesis 
difficult. Second, many of the most important questions surrounding emotional AI concern 
normative and governance issues that cannot be fully captured through quantitative indicators 
alone. Third, conceptual abstraction allows the identification of structural mechanisms that 
transcend individual contexts and supports the development of transferable governance 
principles across institutional domains. 

The methodological approach therefore relies on comparative theoretical synthesis and 
conceptual modeling. The analysis systematically examines similarities and differences 
between educational institutions and organizational settings in order to identify common 
governance challenges associated with emotion-aware technologies. The objective is not to 
establish causal relationships through empirical testing but to construct a theoretically 
coherent framework capable of guiding future empirical inquiry. 
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The conceptual framework developed in this paper is grounded in three interrelated 
propositions. The first proposition suggests that the implementation of emotional AI increases 
institutional access to affective information and consequently alters existing patterns of 
authority and decision-making. The second proposition proposes that the effects of emotional 
AI on trust and legitimacy are mediated by governance mechanisms, particularly 
transparency, accountability, and human oversight. The third proposition argues that 
institutional resilience in AI-intensive environments emerges from the capacity to balance 
technological capabilities with ethical safeguards and protections for individual autonomy. 

These relationships may be represented through a theoretical structural model:​
retain meaningful authority over algorithmically informed decisions. 

A second theoretical relationship concerns organizational resilience:​
R = 𝛂 (A + T + E) 

where: 

●​ (R) represents institutional resilience, 
●​ (A) represents accountability mechanisms, 
●​ (T) represents institutional trust, 
●​ (E) represents ethical safeguards, 
●​ (𝛂) denotes the dynamic interaction among these dimensions. 

This formulation conceptualizes resilience as an emergent property of governance systems 
rather than as an outcome of technological sophistication. Institutions become resilient when 
they develop governance architectures capable of integrating technological innovation while 
preserving legitimacy and human agency. 

A more dynamic representation can also be proposed:​
Lt+1=f(Lt,Gt,EAIt)​

 

where: 

●​ (L) represents institutional legitimacy, 
●​ (t) denotes a given point in time. 

This recursive formulation suggests that legitimacy evolves through continuous interactions 
between existing institutional conditions, governance arrangements, and the changing role of 
emotional AI. The introduction of emotion-aware technologies therefore creates feedback 
loops that may either strengthen or weaken institutional trust depending on how governance 
mechanisms are designed and implemented. 

To synthesize these relationships, Figure 1 presents the comparative organizational conditions 
under which emotional AI operates. 
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Figure 1. Comparative Organizational Conditions Under Uncertainty​

 

Source: Authors' conceptualization. 

The figure contrasts educational institutions and organizational environments as two distinct 
but structurally comparable domains. Both operate under increasing pressures for 
personalization, efficiency, and data-driven decision-making. At the same time, both face 
growing concerns regarding privacy, accountability, and algorithmic legitimacy. The figure 
illustrates that emotional AI functions within a shared environment characterized by 
uncertainty and competing institutional demands rather than within isolated technological 
ecosystems. 

The framework proposed in Figure 1 serves two analytical purposes. First, it demonstrates 
that emotional AI creates similar governance dilemmas across institutional domains despite 
differences in organizational missions and stakeholder expectations. Second, it provides an 
epistemological basis for translating governance principles across contexts and identifying 
common institutional challenges. 

The study does not seek empirical validation of these theoretical models. No statistical 
estimation or causal inference is performed. The proposed relationships are conceptual and 
exploratory, intended to organize existing knowledge and provide a foundation for future 
research. The objective is theory development rather than hypothesis testing. 

This approach inevitably has limitations. Conceptual research cannot determine the empirical 
magnitude of relationships or evaluate the effectiveness of particular governance 
interventions. The framework also abstracts from contextual differences that may influence 
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the implementation and consequences of emotional AI in specific settings. Nevertheless, 
conceptual modeling remains particularly valuable in emerging fields where empirical 
evidence is fragmented and where institutional consequences are only beginning to be 
understood. 

By adopting a systems-oriented and interpretivist perspective, the present study positions 
emotional AI as a governance phenomenon embedded within broader questions concerning 
institutional legitimacy, accountability, and human agency. The following section develops 
these themes further by examining how emotion-aware technologies transform organizational 
relationships and generate new forms of ethical and governance complexity. 

4. Analysis and Thematic Discussion 

The growing deployment of emotional artificial intelligence reveals a paradox that runs 
through both educational institutions and organizational environments. The same 
technologies that promise more responsive, personalized, and supportive interactions also 
create new forms of institutional power by extending the capacity to observe, classify, and 
influence human emotions. The significance of this shift lies not merely in technological 
innovation but in the reconfiguration of governance relationships. Emotional data occupy a 
unique position because they concern aspects of human experience that have traditionally 
remained partially inaccessible to organizational observation. 

The first analytical theme concerns the transformation of organizational trust. Trust has 
historically depended upon a degree of opacity regarding individual emotional states. 
Employees and students have retained considerable autonomy over the disclosure of feelings, 
motivations, and personal experiences. Emotional AI alters this equilibrium by creating the 
possibility, whether accurate or not, that institutions may infer emotional conditions from 
behavioral and physiological indicators. Mantello and Ho (2024) argue that this development 
may improve well-being interventions and facilitate more personalized support systems. Yet 
the same capability introduces new forms of vulnerability because individuals may perceive 
emotional monitoring as intrusive or coercive. 

This issue becomes particularly visible in workplace environments. Roemmich, Schaub, and 
Andalibi (2023) demonstrate that employees often experience emotion-recognition 
technologies as extensions of workplace surveillance. The collection of emotional data 
creates uncertainty regarding how such information will be interpreted and whether it may 
influence evaluations, promotions, or disciplinary procedures. Danielsen (2023) further 
argues that emotional surveillance changes the nature of emotional labor by introducing an 
expectation that emotions themselves become measurable components of professional 
performance. 

Educational institutions face analogous challenges. McStay (2020) suggests that emotional 
AI may help educators identify disengagement, anxiety, or frustration among learners and 
therefore support more inclusive educational practices. However, the continuous monitoring 
of emotional states may also affect student autonomy and psychological safety. 
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Sadegh-Zadeh et al. (2026) note that students frequently perceive affective monitoring 
technologies as mechanisms of observation rather than support, particularly when 
institutional purposes and data governance arrangements remain unclear. 

The second theme concerns algorithmic legitimacy and the problem of emotional 
interpretation. Unlike transactional data, emotions do not possess universally stable 
meanings. Facial expressions, vocal patterns, and behavioral signals are deeply influenced by 
cultural contexts, social norms, and individual differences. DiBerardino and Stark (2023) 
therefore caution against the assumption that emotional states can be objectively measured 
through computational systems. Their analysis demonstrates that many applications of 
emotional AI rely upon conceptual simplifications that may obscure rather than reveal human 
experiences. 

This concern has direct governance implications. If algorithmic interpretations of emotions 
are uncertain or potentially biased, institutional decisions based on those interpretations may 
also become questionable. Roemmich et al. (2023) show that recruitment systems 
incorporating emotional AI may disadvantage individuals whose emotional expressions 
deviate from algorithmically preferred patterns. Similar concerns arise in educational settings, 
where emotional monitoring may inadvertently classify culturally diverse behaviors as 
indicators of disengagement or poor performance. 

The third theme relates to privacy and institutional legitimacy. Emotional privacy differs from 
informational privacy because emotions reveal highly personal dimensions of identity and 
vulnerability. Corza-Vargas et al. (2024) found that students express significant concerns 
regarding who has access to emotional information and how these data may be used in future 
contexts. Comparable anxieties are evident in organizational settings, where employees 
frequently question the boundaries of acceptable emotional monitoring. 

From a governance perspective, these concerns suggest that emotional AI cannot be treated as 
a neutral technological instrument. The deployment of emotion-aware systems requires 
explicit institutional arrangements governing consent, transparency, accountability, and data 
stewardship. Bu (2022) argues that ethical frameworks for artificial intelligence must extend 
beyond technical considerations and address broader questions concerning human dignity and 
individual rights. 

A fourth analytical issue concerns institutional resilience. Resilience is often described as the 
capacity of organizations to adapt to changing environments while preserving core functions 
and legitimacy. Emotional AI may contribute positively to resilience by enabling earlier 
detection of stress, burnout, and disengagement. Costache and Petcu (2025) emphasize that 
institutional well-being increasingly depends upon the ability to identify and respond to 
psychological vulnerabilities before they develop into systemic problems. 

Yet resilience is not simply a product of greater information availability. Institutions may 
become less resilient if technological systems undermine trust or create perceptions of 
unfairness and excessive surveillance. Petcu and Costache (2026) demonstrate that 
organizational inertia often emerges when institutions adopt technologies without 
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reconsidering the governance assumptions embedded within existing structures. Emotional 
AI therefore presents a governance challenge because it requires institutions to redesign 
decision-making processes rather than merely incorporate additional technological 
capabilities.​
These tensions can be understood through a systems perspective in which organizational 
outcomes emerge from the interaction of technology, governance, and human agency. Figure 
2 illustrates this dynamic relationship. 

Figure 2. From Individual Capacity to Systemic Resilience Through Governance Design 

 

Source: Authors' conceptualization. 

The figure conceptualizes resilience as an emergent property generated through 
recursive interactions among individual trust, ethical governance mechanisms, institutional 
learning processes, and technological systems. Emotional AI influences these relationships 
indirectly by modifying information flows and altering the conditions under which decisions 
are made.​
​ The feedback loops represented in Figure 2 highlight an important point. 
Technological capabilities alone do not determine institutional outcomes. Organizations and 
educational institutions become resilient when governance mechanisms successfully mediate 
the relationship between technological innovation and human values. Weak governance 
arrangements may generate distrust and resistance, whereas robust governance structures can 
transform emotional AI into a supportive rather than intrusive institutional capability. 
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The translational logic emerging from the comparative analysis is summarized in Table 2.​
Table 2. Translational Logic of Governance and Leadership Principles 

Principle 
Function in Educational 

Institutions 

Function in 
Organizational 

Settings 

Governance and 
Accountability 
Implications 

Risks and 
Boundary 
Conditions 

Transparency 
Clarifies purposes of 
emotional monitoring 

Builds employee trust 
in AI systems 

Requires explicit 
disclosure 
mechanisms 

Information 
asymmetry and 
misunderstanding 

Human 
oversight 

Preserves pedagogical 
discretion 

Maintains managerial 
accountability 

Prevents excessive 
algorithmic 
dependence 

Symbolic rather 
than substantive 
oversight 

Informed 
consent Protects student autonomy 

Protects employee 
rights 

Supports 
institutional 
legitimacy 

Consent may be 
formal rather than 
meaningful 

Data 
minimization 

Limits unnecessary affective 
monitoring 

Reduces surveillance 
concerns 

Supports privacy 
protection 

Tension with 
demands for 
personalization 

Explainability 
Facilitates understanding of 
AI outputs 

Enables contestability 
of decisions 

Essential for 
accountability 

Technical 
limitations of AI 
models 

Equity and 
fairness 

Reduces risks of educational 
bias 

Reduces discriminatory 
practices 

Requires regular 
auditing 
procedures 

Persistent 
algorithmic biases 

Emotional 
privacy Protects vulnerable learners 

Protects emotional 
autonomy at work 

Establishes 
acceptable 
monitoring 
boundaries 

Difficulties 
defining emotional 
data ownership 

Participatory 
governance 

Encourages stakeholder 
involvement 

Supports organizational 
legitimacy 

Improves 
acceptance of AI 
systems 

Participation may 
remain symbolic 

Institutional 
learning 

Enables continuous 
adaptation 

Supports organizational 
resilience 

Requires reflexive 
governance 
mechanisms 

Resistance to 
organizational 
change 

Ethical review 
mechanisms 

Evaluates educational 
implications 

Evaluates 
organizational 
consequences 

Strengthens 
legitimacy and 
accountability 

Risk of procedural 
formalism 

Appeals and 
redress 
procedures Protects student rights 

Protects employee 
rights 

Supports 
procedural justice 

Limited 
accessibility of 
mechanisms 

Periodic 
reassessment 

Ensures contextual 
relevance 

Supports adaptive 
governance 

Prevents 
technological 
lock-in 

Resource and 
capability 
constraints 
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Source: Authors' synthesis based on McStay (2020), Danielsen (2023), Roemmich et al. (2023), Bu 
(2022), Mantello and Ho (2024), and Corza-Vargas et al. (2024). 

The comparative analysis suggests that emotional AI should be understood as a governance 
issue rather than exclusively a technological one. Similar structural tensions emerge across 
institutional contexts despite differences in organizational purpose and stakeholder 
composition. Questions concerning legitimacy, trust, emotional privacy, and accountability 
consistently occupy a central position.​
​ The literature also points toward a broader theoretical implication. Human emotions 
are relational and contextual phenomena that resist complete computational representation. 
Institutions that adopt emotional AI without acknowledging these limitations risk reducing 
complex social experiences to algorithmic categories that may appear objective while 
remaining deeply contingent and uncertain. The future of emotional AI therefore depends less 
on technological sophistication than on the capacity of organizations and educational 
institutions to construct governance architectures capable of preserving human agency and 
institutional legitimacy under conditions of increasing technological complexity.​
​ The preceding analysis suggests that responsible implementation of emotional AI 
requires an institutional architecture that connects technological capabilities with governance 
mechanisms, trust formation, and long-term resilience. Figure 3 synthesizes these 
relationships and conceptualizes responsible emotional AI as a dynamic system of feedback 
loops rather than a linear process of technological adoption. 

 

Source: Authors' conceptualization based on McStay (2020), Roemmich et al. (2023), Danielsen 
(2023), Mantello and Ho (2024), and Sadegh-Zadeh et al. (2026). 
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Figure 3 illustrates a sequential but recursive process through which emotional AI capabilities 
generate organizational outcomes only when mediated by governance mechanisms grounded in 
transparency, accountability, privacy protection, and meaningful human oversight. The model further 
proposes that institutional resilience emerges as an adaptive property of this socio-technical system. 
Feedback loops indicate that trust, legitimacy, and stakeholder experiences continuously reshape 
governance arrangements and influence future technological implementation decisions. The 
framework therefore positions emotional AI governance as an ongoing process of institutional 
learning rather than a static compliance exercise. 

5. Implications for Leadership, Governance, and Policy 

The analysis developed in this paper suggests that emotional artificial intelligence represents 
a governance challenge that extends far beyond questions of technological efficiency or 
operational effectiveness. The growing capacity of institutions to capture and interpret 
emotional signals fundamentally alters the relationship between organizations and the 
individuals who participate in them. Leadership, under these conditions, increasingly 
involves managing tensions between technological capabilities and the preservation of trust, 
autonomy, and institutional legitimacy. 

From a leadership perspective, emotional AI requires a reconsideration of organizational 
authority. Traditional models of leadership assume that managerial decisions are primarily 
informed by observable behaviors, formal performance indicators, and interpersonal 
judgment. Emotion-aware technologies introduce a new layer of information that appears 
highly personal and potentially predictive. This creates a temptation to treat emotional data as 
objective evidence of engagement, commitment, or well-being. Such assumptions are 
problematic because emotional states are inherently contextual and cannot be interpreted 
independently of cultural and relational factors. 

Leaders therefore face an emerging responsibility that may be described as algorithmic 
stewardship. This responsibility does not involve rejecting emotional AI or limiting 
technological experimentation. Rather, it requires the development of institutional capacities 
capable of critically evaluating the role that emotional data should play in organizational 
decision-making. Yılmaz (2025) argues that human-centered leadership in AI-intensive 
environments depends upon maintaining ethical sensitivity and preserving meaningful human 
judgment. Similar arguments appear in educational leadership research, where scholars 
increasingly emphasize the importance of maintaining pedagogical and moral agency in 
technologically mediated environments (Akgun & Greenhow, 2022; Sadegh-Zadeh et al., 
2026). 

Leadership implications also emerge in relation to organizational trust. Trust is difficult to 
build and remarkably easy to erode. The introduction of emotional monitoring systems may 
generate perceptions that institutions are expanding surveillance into domains that individuals 
consider private and deeply personal. Mantello and Ho (2024) note that post-pandemic 
organizations increasingly rely on digital technologies to support well-being initiatives, yet 
employees often remain uncertain about the intentions and future uses of emotional data 
collection. Educational institutions face comparable challenges. Students may accept 
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technologies that support learning and inclusion while simultaneously resisting systems that 
appear to monitor emotional states without sufficient transparency or consent. 

These dynamics suggest that future leadership models will increasingly require what may be 
termed governance literacy. Leaders will need a sophisticated understanding of data ethics, 
algorithmic accountability, and institutional legitimacy. The implementation of emotional AI 
cannot be delegated exclusively to technical specialists because decisions concerning 
emotional data inevitably involve normative judgments regarding privacy, fairness, and 
acceptable forms of institutional authority. 

The implications for governance are equally significant. Existing governance frameworks 
were largely developed in response to technologies that process behavioral, demographic, or 
transactional data. Emotional AI introduces an additional category of information that may be 
substantially more sensitive than traditional forms of personal data. The collection and 
interpretation of emotional states raise questions regarding consent, proportionality, 
ownership, and data retention that remain only partially addressed by current regulatory 
frameworks. 

Institutional governance mechanisms therefore require adaptation in several respects. First, 
governance structures should establish clear boundaries regarding the circumstances under 
which emotional data may be collected and analyzed. The principle of technological 
capability cannot become a sufficient justification for emotional monitoring. Second, 
institutions should ensure that individuals retain meaningful opportunities to understand, 
challenge, and contest algorithmically informed interpretations of their emotional states. 
Third, governance arrangements should distinguish between supportive applications of 
emotional AI and uses that create asymmetrical relationships of surveillance and control. 

The issue of accountability deserves particular attention. Algorithmic systems frequently 
diffuse responsibility because decisions emerge from interactions between data, 
computational models, and human actors. Emotional AI further complicates this problem 
because emotional interpretations are often probabilistic and uncertain. Determining 
responsibility for incorrect inferences or harmful consequences therefore becomes 
significantly more difficult. Roemmich et al. (2023) and DiBerardino and Stark (2023) argue 
that accountability frameworks for emotional AI remain underdeveloped, particularly in 
contexts where algorithmic outputs influence consequential decisions. 

Public policy implications follow directly from these governance challenges. Regulatory 
approaches to artificial intelligence have generally focused on issues such as transparency, 
bias, and explainability. Emotional AI introduces additional concerns associated with 
emotional privacy and psychological autonomy. Existing legal frameworks in many 
jurisdictions provide only limited guidance regarding whether emotional states constitute a 
distinct category of sensitive data deserving heightened protection. 

Policy development may therefore require a more differentiated approach to emotional 
information. Regulatory frameworks could recognize emotional data as a category of 
information with unique implications for human dignity and personal autonomy. Such 
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recognition would not necessarily prohibit the use of emotional AI. Rather, it would establish 
stronger procedural safeguards and higher standards of justification for institutional practices 
involving emotional monitoring. 

The policy debate is particularly important in educational contexts. Students often occupy 
vulnerable positions characterized by asymmetries of knowledge and authority. Educational 
institutions therefore carry responsibilities that extend beyond compliance and operational 
efficiency. Similar considerations apply to workplaces where employees may perceive 
emotional monitoring as a condition of participation rather than a genuinely voluntary 
practice. 

These observations suggest that the future governance of emotional AI will depend on the 
development of institutional architectures capable of balancing innovation with 
accountability. Figure 2 illustrated resilience as an emergent property of interactions among 
governance mechanisms, trust, and technological systems. Extending that logic, responsible 
emotional AI requires institutions to develop adaptive governance arrangements that remain 
sensitive to contextual differences while preserving common ethical principles. 

The broader implication of this analysis is that emotional AI should not be evaluated solely 
according to its predictive capabilities or operational benefits. The legitimacy of 
emotion-aware technologies ultimately depends upon the quality of the governance systems 
within which they are embedded. Institutions that approach emotional AI as a purely 
technical matter risk creating environments characterized by distrust, resistance, and 
diminished legitimacy. By contrast, institutions that treat emotional AI as a governance 
challenge may be better positioned to harness technological capabilities while preserving the 
human values upon which sustainable organizational and educational systems depend. 

6. Conclusions and Future Research Directions 

The rapid development of emotional artificial intelligence has introduced a new phase in the 
relationship between technology and institutional life. Unlike earlier forms of digital 
transformation that focused primarily on automating tasks or supporting decision-making 
processes, emotional AI extends algorithmic capabilities into domains traditionally associated 
with human subjectivity, interpersonal relationships, and personal autonomy. This shift 
carries implications that are organizational, ethical, and political at the same time. 

The analysis presented in this paper suggests that emotional AI should be understood 
primarily as a governance phenomenon rather than as a technological innovation alone. The 
capacity to infer, classify, and respond to emotional states changes the informational 
foundations upon which organizations and educational institutions operate. It creates new 
opportunities for personalization, well-being support, and adaptive interventions. At the same 
time, it introduces risks that challenge established assumptions regarding privacy, legitimacy, 
and accountability. 
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A central contribution of this study lies in its effort to bridge two streams of literature that 
have largely evolved in parallel. Research in organizational contexts has focused 
predominantly on workplace surveillance, employee well-being, and emotional labor, while 
educational scholarship has concentrated on learner engagement and affective analytics. The 
comparative perspective adopted here demonstrates that both domains confront remarkably 
similar governance dilemmas. Questions concerning emotional privacy, algorithmic 
legitimacy, institutional trust, and human oversight transcend sectoral boundaries and point 
toward the need for integrated theoretical frameworks. 

The conceptual model developed in this paper also contributes to ongoing debates regarding 
responsible artificial intelligence. Existing discussions frequently emphasize technical 
solutions such as transparency mechanisms or explainable algorithms. While these elements 
remain important, the present analysis suggests that institutional resilience depends equally 
on governance architectures capable of preserving meaningful human agency. Emotional AI 
does not automatically improve organizational performance or educational outcomes. Its 
consequences are mediated by the quality of institutional arrangements that govern its design, 
implementation, and use. 

The paper further argues that emotional data occupy a special position within contemporary 
information ecosystems. Emotional states reveal aspects of human vulnerability and identity 
that differ fundamentally from transactional or behavioral information. Consequently, 
institutions adopting emotional AI technologies carry responsibilities that extend beyond 
compliance with existing data protection frameworks. Responsible governance requires 
continuous reflection regarding the purposes, boundaries, and consequences of emotional 
monitoring practices. 

Several practical implications emerge from this analysis. Organizational leaders increasingly 
need competencies related to algorithmic governance and ethical stewardship rather than 
merely technological literacy. Educational leaders face comparable responsibilities as 
emotion-aware technologies become integrated into digital learning environments. Across 
both domains, institutional legitimacy will depend not only on the effectiveness of 
technological systems but also on the perceived fairness, transparency, and proportionality of 
their use. 

The study also has limitations that should be acknowledged explicitly. It is a conceptual and 
comparative analysis and therefore does not provide empirical evidence regarding the 
magnitude or direction of the relationships proposed in the theoretical framework. The 
analysis necessarily abstracts from contextual differences among organizations, educational 
systems, and regulatory environments. Moreover, the field of emotional AI is evolving 
rapidly, and future technological developments may generate governance challenges that 
cannot yet be fully anticipated. 

These limitations point toward several promising directions for future research. Empirical 
studies using structural equation modeling could examine the relationships among emotional 
AI implementation, trust, governance quality, and institutional resilience proposed in the 
present framework. Multi-level studies could explore how perceptions of emotional 
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monitoring differ across individuals, teams, and organizational settings. Longitudinal 
research would be particularly valuable for understanding how trust and legitimacy evolve as 
emotion-aware technologies become increasingly normalized within institutional 
environments. 

Comparative international research also appears necessary. Regulatory traditions, cultural 
norms concerning privacy, and expectations regarding institutional authority vary 
substantially across societies. These differences may significantly influence both the 
acceptance and consequences of emotional AI. Future studies could therefore examine how 
governance arrangements mediate the relationship between emotional AI and institutional 
legitimacy across different cultural and regulatory contexts. 

Finally, further theoretical work is needed to develop a more comprehensive understanding of 
emotional privacy and emotional rights in digitally mediated societies. Existing legal and 
ethical frameworks remain largely oriented toward informational privacy and data protection. 
The emergence of technologies capable of interpreting emotional states suggests that new 
conceptual categories may be required to address the distinctive challenges posed by 
emotion-aware artificial intelligence. 

The future of emotional AI will ultimately depend less on computational sophistication than 
on the institutional choices surrounding its governance. Organizations and educational 
institutions are entering an era in which emotions increasingly become objects of data 
collection and algorithmic interpretation. Whether this development contributes to more 
humane and responsive institutions or to new forms of surveillance and control will depend 
on the governance architectures that societies choose to build around these technologies. The 
challenge, therefore, is not simply to develop systems that can recognize human emotions, 
but to ensure that institutions remain worthy of the trust and dignity of the individuals whose 
emotions they seek to understand. 
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