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Abstract 
Artificial intelligence (AI) is reshaping 

organizational decision-making, governance, and 

operational processes, creating unprecedented 

opportunities for efficiency while simultaneously 

introducing novel forms of workplace misconduct. 

Existing criminological theories, including Routine 

Activity Theory, Neutralization Theory, Differential 

Association Theory, and Situational Crime 

Prevention Theory, were developed largely within 

organizational environments characterized by 

human-centered decision making and therefore 

provide only partial explanations for misconduct in 

AI-enabled workplaces. This paper develops the 

Intelligent Systems Deviance Adaptation Framework 

(ISDAF), a conceptual framework that explains how 

intelligent systems transform organizational 

opportunity structures, accountability mechanisms, 

surveillance dynamics, and power relationships. 

Drawing on criminology, organizational sociology, 

AI governance, and risk management scholarship, the 

framework identifies five interconnected 

mechanisms through which intelligent systems 

reshape workplace misconduct: Algorithmic 

Opportunity Structures, Technological 

Neutralization, Surveillance Adaptation, Digital 

Power Asymmetries, and Diffused Accountability. 

Together, these mechanisms explain why AI 

simultaneously functions as a mechanism of 

organizational control and as a catalyst for emerging 

forms of technology-mediated deviance. The paper 

advances criminological theory by positioning 

intelligent systems as active socio-technical actors 

rather than passive organizational tools. It further 

proposes an Intelligent Risk Governance perspective 

that integrates AI governance, organizational 

accountability, cybersecurity, and ethical oversight 

into a unified approach for managing misconduct in 

digitally transformed organizations. The study 

concludes by outlining a future research agenda and 

identifying implications for organizational 

governance, human resource management, corporate 

compliance, and public policy. 
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Misconduct; Organizational Deviance; Criminology; 
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I. Introduction 
Artificial intelligence (AI) has rapidly 

evolved from a specialized computational technology 

into a foundational component of contemporary 

organizational life. Across both public and private 

sectors, organizations increasingly deploy intelligent 

systems to support recruitment and selection, 

employee performance evaluation, fraud detection, 

cybersecurity, financial auditing, predictive 

maintenance, customer relationship management, 

and strategic decision-making. Recent advances in 

machine learning, generative AI, and large language 

models have accelerated this transformation, 

enabling intelligent systems to perform tasks that 

traditionally required human expertise. Rather than 

functioning solely as decision-support technologies, 

AI systems now participate directly in organizational 

processes by generating recommendations, 

prioritizing alternatives, automating workflows, and 

influencing operational outcomes. 

The rapid diffusion of AI has generated 

significant organizational benefits. Intelligent 

systems improve operational efficiency, enhance 

predictive capabilities, reduce administrative costs, 

strengthen compliance monitoring, and enable more 

data-driven decision-making. Consequently, 

organizations increasingly regard AI as a strategic 

capability for improving competitiveness, resilience, 

and innovation. Simultaneously, governments and 

international organizations have introduced 

governance frameworks; including the OECD AI 

Principles, the NIST AI Risk Management 

Framework, ISO/IEC 42001, and the European 

Union AI Act—to promote trustworthy, transparent, 

and accountable AI deployment. 

Despite these advances, the organizational 

implications of AI extend beyond operational 
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performance and governance. Intelligent systems 

also reshape the conditions under which workplace 

misconduct occurs. Algorithmic decision-making, 

intelligent surveillance, predictive analytics, 

automated compliance systems, and digital platforms 

create new opportunities for fraud, manipulation, 

insider abuse, algorithmic gaming, surveillance 

misuse, and responsibility diffusion. These 

developments fundamentally alter organizational 

opportunity structures and challenge conventional 

assumptions regarding accountability, ethical 

responsibility, and organizational control. 

Criminological scholarship has long 

provided robust explanations for workplace 

misconduct through theories emphasizing 

opportunity, social learning, neutralization, and 

environmental design. Routine Activity Theory 

explains misconduct through the convergence of 

motivated offenders, suitable targets, and inadequate 

guardianship. Neutralization Theory highlights the 

cognitive techniques through which offenders justify 

deviant behavior. Situational Crime Prevention 

emphasizes modifying environments to reduce 

criminal opportunities, while Organizational Crime 

Theory demonstrates the influence of institutional 

structures and organizational culture on misconduct. 

Collectively, these theories remain highly influential 

in explaining organizational deviance. 

However, these theoretical perspectives 

were largely developed within organizational 

environments characterized by direct human 

supervision and relatively stable accountability 

relationships. AI-enabled organizations differ 

fundamentally. Decision-making is increasingly 

distributed across human actors, algorithms, software 

vendors, and data infrastructures. Intelligent systems 

influence access to information, reshape surveillance 

capabilities, alter power relationships, and 

complicate responsibility attribution. Consequently, 

existing criminological theories only partially 

explain how misconduct emerges, evolves, and is 

concealed within technologically mediated 

organizational environments. 

This paper addresses that gap by developing 

the Intelligent Systems Deviance Adaptation 

Framework (ISDAF). Rather than conceptualizing AI 

as a neutral technological tool, ISDAF positions 

intelligent systems as socio-technical structures that 

actively reshape organizational environments. The 

framework identifies five interconnected 

mechanisms through which AI transforms workplace 

misconduct: Algorithmic Opportunity Structures, 

Technological Neutralization, Surveillance 

Adaptation, Digital Power Asymmetries, and 

Diffused Accountability. Together, these mechanisms 

explain how AI simultaneously strengthens 

organizational control while generating new forms of 

technology-mediated deviance. 

The paper makes three principal 

contributions. First, it extends established 

criminological theories into AI-enabled 

organizational contexts by integrating insights from 

organizational sociology, AI governance, and socio-

technical systems theory. Second, it introduces 

ISDAF as a novel conceptual framework for 

explaining workplace misconduct in intelligent 

organizations. Third, it advances an Intelligent Risk 

Governance perspective that provides practical 

guidance for organizations seeking to balance 

technological innovation with accountability, ethical 

oversight, and organizational resilience. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as 

follows. The next section critically reviews the 

literature on intelligent systems, workplace 

misconduct, criminological theory, and AI 

governance before identifying the theoretical gap that 

motivates the proposed framework. The subsequent 

sections develop the ISDAF framework, present 

theoretical propositions, discuss implications for 

organizational governance and public policy, and 

conclude by outlining directions for future empirical 

research. 

 

II. Literature Review 
2.1 Artificial Intelligence as a Socio-Technical 

Transformation of Organizations 

Artificial intelligence (AI) has evolved from 

a specialized computational technology into a 

foundational infrastructure underpinning 

organizational decision-making. Contemporary AI 

systems—including machine learning algorithms, 

predictive analytics, generative AI, natural language 

processing, computer vision, and autonomous 

decision-support systems—now influence strategic 

planning, human resource management, financial 

operations, cybersecurity, customer engagement, and 

organizational governance. Rather than serving 

exclusively as analytical tools, these technologies 

increasingly participate in operational and 

managerial processes that were historically 

dependent upon human judgment. 

The emergence of foundation models and 

generative AI has accelerated this transformation. 

Large language models (LLMs) can now generate 

reports, summarize complex information, assist with 

recruitment, draft policy documents, analyze legal 

contracts, automate customer interactions, and 

support organizational knowledge management. 

Consequently, intelligent systems increasingly 

function as organizational actors that influence both 
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routine and strategic decisions. This shift represents 

a qualitative change in organizational technology. 

Earlier information systems primarily enhanced 

information processing and communication, whereas 

contemporary AI systems actively shape 

organizational behavior through prediction, 

recommendation, classification, and autonomous 

execution. 

Recent organizational scholarship 

conceptualizes AI as a socio-technical system whose 

effects emerge from interactions among 

technological capabilities, organizational structures, 

institutional norms, and human decision-makers. 

From this perspective, organizational outcomes 

cannot be explained solely by technological 

characteristics or human behavior but instead arise 

through the dynamic interplay between people, 

algorithms, governance mechanisms, and 

institutional contexts. This socio-technical 

perspective provides an important foundation for 

understanding workplace misconduct because it 

recognizes that AI reshapes organizational 

environments rather than merely automating existing 

processes. 

AI adoption has also generated substantial 

governance challenges. International frameworks—

including the OECD AI Principles, the NIST AI Risk 

Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0), ISO/IEC 

42001, and the European Union AI Act, emphasize 

transparency, accountability, fairness, explainability, 

human oversight, and continuous risk management as 

essential components of trustworthy AI deployment. 

These frameworks reflect a growing recognition that 

AI introduces new forms of organizational risk 

extending beyond technical performance to 

encompass ethics, governance, legal accountability, 

cybersecurity, and organizational resilience. Yet they 

largely address AI from the perspective of 

governance and compliance, offering comparatively 

limited insight into how AI reshapes the criminogenic 

conditions that facilitate workplace misconduct. 

 

2.2 Workplace Misconduct in the Digital 

Organization 

Workplace misconduct has traditionally 

been defined as intentional behavior that violates 

organizational norms, ethical expectations, 

professional standards, or legal obligations, thereby 

threatening organizational effectiveness and 

stakeholder trust. Early research distinguished 

between organizationally directed deviance, such as 

theft, sabotage, fraud, and misuse of organizational 

resources, and interpersonally directed deviance, 

including harassment, discrimination, aggression, 

and workplace incivility. Subsequent scholarship 

demonstrated that misconduct arises through 

interactions among individual motivations, 

organizational culture, structural opportunities, 

institutional pressures, and environmental conditions. 

Digital transformation has fundamentally 

altered these dynamics. Organizations increasingly 

rely upon interconnected information systems, cloud 

infrastructures, algorithmic decision-making, 

intelligent monitoring technologies, and digital 

communication platforms that expand both 

organizational capabilities and opportunities for 

misconduct. AI-enabled environments facilitate 

forms of deviance that differ significantly from 

traditional organizational misconduct in terms of 

scale, speed, anonymity, and complexity. 

Examples include algorithmic 

manipulation, data poisoning, prompt injection, 

synthetic identity fraud, deepfake-enabled 

impersonation, automated compliance gaming, AI-

assisted insider threats, and manipulation of 

predictive analytics. Unlike conventional 

misconduct, these behaviors often target the 

technological infrastructure through which 

organizational decisions are generated rather than 

merely exploiting weaknesses in human supervision. 

Consequently, technological capability itself 

becomes an important determinant of organizational 

opportunity structures. 

These developments challenge traditional 

assumptions regarding workplace misconduct. The 

central issue is no longer simply whether employees 

violate organizational rules but how intelligent 

technologies reshape the environments within which 

such violations become possible, rationalized, 

concealed, or normalized. 

 

2.3 Criminological Perspectives on 

Organizational Deviance 

Criminological theories have provided 

robust explanations for organizational misconduct by 

emphasizing opportunity, motivation, learning, and 

environmental conditions. However, most were 

developed before the emergence of AI-enabled 

organizations and therefore require reconsideration 

within technologically mediated workplaces. 

Routine Activity Theory remains one of the 

most influential perspectives for explaining 

workplace misconduct. Cohen and Felson (1979) 

argued that deviant behavior occurs when motivated 

offenders encounter suitable targets in the absence of 

capable guardianship. Organizational researchers 

have subsequently extended this perspective to 

explain fraud, corruption, insider abuse, and 

occupational crime. Within AI-enabled 

organizations, however, each element of Routine 
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Activity Theory is transformed. Algorithms 

themselves become targets of manipulation, AI 

systems assume guardianship functions through 

intelligent monitoring, and technologically skilled 

employees acquire capabilities unavailable within 

traditional organizational environments. 

Neutralization Theory similarly requires 

reconsideration. Sykes and Matza (1957) argued that 

offenders employ cognitive techniques to reduce 

moral responsibility for deviant behavior. 

Contemporary AI systems create new opportunities 

for responsibility displacement because 

organizational actors increasingly attribute harmful 

outcomes to algorithmic recommendations or 

automated processes. Statements such as "the system 

generated the recommendation" or "the model made 

the decision" represent technologically mediated 

extensions of classical neutralization strategies that 

blur ethical accountability. 

Differential Association Theory emphasizes 

that criminal behavior is learned through social 

interaction. Digital collaboration platforms, online 

communities, open-source AI tools, and publicly 

available prompt libraries create unprecedented 

opportunities for transmitting knowledge regarding 

AI manipulation, algorithmic exploitation, and cyber-

enabled organizational misconduct. Consequently, 

learning processes now extend beyond traditional 

organizational boundaries into distributed digital 

ecosystems. 

Situational Crime Prevention Theory 

proposes reducing opportunities for misconduct 

through environmental design and increased 

guardianship. AI substantially expands 

organizational monitoring through behavioral 

analytics, biometric technologies, anomaly detection 

systems, and predictive surveillance. Nevertheless, 

criminological research consistently demonstrates 

that offenders adapt to control mechanisms. 

Intelligent surveillance therefore alters rather than 

eliminates misconduct by encouraging increasingly 

sophisticated forms of evasion, manipulation, and 

concealment. 

Collectively, these theories continue to 

explain important dimensions of organizational 

deviance. Nevertheless, they were largely developed 

within environments characterized by human-

centered supervision and comparatively stable 

accountability relationships. AI-enabled 

organizations introduce distributed decision-making, 

algorithmic governance, adaptive surveillance, and 

technologically mediated accountability structures 

that extend beyond the explanatory boundaries of 

existing criminological models. 

 

2.4 AI Governance and Organizational Risk 

Parallel to developments in criminology, 

research on AI governance has expanded rapidly over 

the past decade. Scholars have emphasized 

algorithmic accountability, explainability, fairness, 

transparency, privacy, and responsible AI as 

fundamental requirements for trustworthy intelligent 

systems. These discussions have significantly 

influenced regulatory initiatives worldwide and 

established governance principles for AI deployment 

across public and private sectors. 

Despite these advances, AI governance 

literature has primarily concentrated on preventing 

algorithmic harm, mitigating bias, protecting privacy, 

and ensuring regulatory compliance. Comparatively 

less attention has been devoted to AI as a 

criminogenic force capable of transforming 

organizational opportunity structures and facilitating 

workplace misconduct. 

Similarly, organizational risk management 

frameworks increasingly recognize cyber risk, digital 

resilience, operational continuity, and information 

security as strategic priorities. However, most 

existing frameworks continue to conceptualize 

technology as either an operational asset requiring 

protection or a governance challenge requiring 

oversight. Few explicitly examine how intelligent 

systems simultaneously create new forms of 

organizational deviance through interactions among 

algorithms, employees, institutional incentives, and 

organizational structures. 

This gap suggests that criminology and AI 

governance have evolved largely as parallel bodies of 

scholarship with relatively limited theoretical 

integration. Bridging these domains represents an 

important opportunity for advancing understanding 

of organizational misconduct within AI-enabled 

environments. 

 

2.5 Theoretical Gap and Research Positioning 

The preceding review reveals three important 

limitations within existing scholarship. 

First, criminological theories continue to 

provide compelling explanations for workplace 

misconduct but largely conceptualize technology as a 

passive environmental condition rather than an active 

organizational actor. They therefore provide only 

partial explanations for misconduct occurring within 

intelligent organizational environments. 

Second, AI governance literature 

emphasizes ethics, accountability, transparency, and 

regulatory compliance but rarely addresses 

workplace misconduct through established 

criminological perspectives. Consequently, AI 

governance explains how organizations should 
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govern intelligent systems but provides 

comparatively limited theoretical insight into how AI 

reshapes opportunities for deviance. 

Third, existing organizational risk 

management frameworks increasingly recognize AI-

related risks but continue to treat technological 

systems primarily as governance objects rather than 

structural mechanisms that transform organizational 

behavior itself. 

Accordingly, an important theoretical gap 

exists at the intersection of criminology, 

organizational sociology, AI governance, and socio-

technical systems theory. Addressing this gap 

requires a framework capable of conceptualizing 

intelligent systems as active socio-technical 

structures that reshape opportunities for misconduct, 

alter accountability relationships, transform 

surveillance practices, and redistribute organizational 

power. 

The Intelligent Systems Deviance 

Adaptation Framework (ISDAF) is proposed to 

address this gap. Rather than replacing existing 

criminological theories, ISDAF extends them by 

positioning intelligent systems as structural 

components of contemporary organizational 

environments. Through this integration, the 

framework explains how AI simultaneously 

strengthens organizational control while generating 

novel forms of technology-mediated workplace 

misconduct. 

 

III. Methodology 
3.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a conceptual theory-

building research design to develop a novel 

explanatory framework for understanding workplace 

misconduct in AI-enabled organizations. Conceptual 

research is particularly appropriate when emerging 

phenomena outpace the explanatory capacity of 

existing theories, creating opportunities for 

theoretical extension and integration rather than 

immediate empirical testing (Jaakkola, 2020). 

The rapid diffusion of artificial intelligence 

has fundamentally altered organizational 

environments by introducing algorithmic decision-

making, autonomous systems, intelligent 

surveillance, predictive analytics, and generative AI 

into routine organizational processes. While these 

technologies have transformed organizational 

governance and operational performance, existing 

criminological theories were largely developed 

before intelligent systems became embedded within 

organizational decision-making. Consequently, the 

theoretical foundations available for explaining 

workplace misconduct require adaptation to account 

for technologically mediated organizational 

environments. 

Rather than evaluating existing theories 

empirically, this study seeks to synthesize insights 

from multiple disciplines to construct an explanatory 

framework capable of identifying the mechanisms 

through which intelligent systems reshape 

opportunities for workplace misconduct. 

Accordingly, the objective of this research is 

theory development, consistent with established 

approaches to conceptual scholarship in 

management, sociology, and organizational research. 

 

3.2 Integrative Literature Review 

Framework development followed an 

integrative literature review strategy. Unlike 

systematic reviews that primarily summarize 

empirical evidence, integrative reviews seek to 

generate new theoretical understanding through the 

synthesis of diverse bodies of knowledge (Torraco, 

2005). Because AI-enabled workplace misconduct 

exists at the intersection of several disciplines, 

literature was synthesized from: Criminology, 

Organizational Sociology, Organizational Behavior, 

Human Resource Management, AI Governance, 

Information Systems, Cybersecurity, Risk 

Management, Digital Ethics. 

This interdisciplinary approach enabled the 

identification of conceptual relationships that are 

rarely examined together within existing scholarship. 

The review focused particularly on four streams of 

literature: Organizational misconduct and workplace 

deviance, Classical criminological theory, Artificial 

intelligence governance, Organizational digital 

transformation, synthesizing these streams revealed 

recurring theoretical tensions that ultimately 

motivated the development of ISDAF. 

 

3.3 Framework Development Process 

The development of ISDAF occurred through a 

four-stage iterative process. 

 

Stage One: Identification of Criminological 

Foundations 

The first stage examined established criminological 

theories that have historically explained 

organizational misconduct, including: Routine 

Activity Theory, Neutralization Theory, Differential 

Association Theory, Situational Crime Prevention 

Theory, Organizational Crime Theory. 

These theories collectively explain misconduct 

through opportunity structures, learning processes, 

rationalization, environmental conditions, and 

organizational influences. Although these 

perspectives remain theoretically robust, analysis 
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revealed that they conceptualize technology 

primarily as an environmental condition rather than 

an active organizational actor. This limitation became 

the starting point for theoretical extension. 

 

Stage Two: Analysis of AI Governance Literature 

The second stage examined literature relating to AI 

governance, organizational AI adoption, responsible 

AI, cybersecurity governance, explainable AI, and 

digital ethics. Across this literature several recurring 

governance challenges consistently emerged: 

Algorithmic opacity, Accountability deficits, Human 

oversight, AI bias, Organizational surveillance, 

Cybersecurity vulnerabilities, Digital asymmetries, 

Distributed decision-making. 

These governance concerns suggested that 

intelligent systems modify organizational structures 

in ways extending beyond technological efficiency. 

 

Stage Three: Cross-Disciplinary Theoretical 

Integration 

The third stage synthesized criminological and 

organizational perspectives. 

Rather than treating criminological theories and AI 

governance as independent bodies of knowledge, 

conceptual relationships were identified across both 

domains. Five recurring mechanisms consistently 

explained how intelligent systems reshape 

organizational misconduct: Algorithmic Opportunity 

Structures, Technological Neutralization, 

Surveillance Adaptation, Digital Power 

Asymmetries, Diffused Accountability. These 

mechanisms collectively became the theoretical 

architecture of ISDAF. 

 

Stage Four: Proposition Development 

Finally, each framework dimension was translated 

into theoretically testable propositions capable of 

guiding future empirical research. Conceptual 

frameworks should generate hypotheses that are 

observable, falsifiable, and empirically examinable 

(Jaakkola, 2020). 

Accordingly, each ISDAF mechanism culminates in 

one principal proposition intended for validation 

through future quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-

methods research. 

 

3.4 Theoretical Positioning 

ISDAF is positioned as an extension framework 

rather than a replacement theory. The framework 

does not reject existing criminological perspectives. 

Instead, it extends them by introducing intelligent 

systems as structural components of organizational 

environments. 
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Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical relationship. 

Figure 1. Positioning ISDAF within Existing Theory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 Theoretical Propositions 

The framework generates five primary propositions. 

P1: Greater organizational dependence on intelligent 

systems increases algorithmically mediated 

opportunities for workplace misconduct. 

P2: Reliance on intelligent decision-making systems 

increases technological neutralization by reducing 

perceived personal accountability for organizational 

misconduct. 

P3: Expansion of AI-enabled surveillance 

technologies encourages adaptive forms of 

workplace misconduct designed to evade algorithmic 

detection. 

P4: Increasing concentrations of technological 

expertise generate digital power asymmetries that 

facilitate concealed organizational deviance. 

P5: Diffused accountability within AI-enabled 

organizations weakens deterrence mechanisms and 

increases organizational vulnerability to workplace 

misconduct. 

 

3.6 Contributions of the Methodological 

Approach 

This conceptual methodology provides several 

important strengths. First, it integrates previously 

disconnected literature across criminology, 

organizational sociology, AI governance, and socio-

technical systems theory. Second, it develops a novel 

explanatory framework for a rapidly emerging 

organizational phenomenon where empirical 

evidence remains fragmented. Third, the framework 

generates empirically testable propositions that 

establish a foundation for cumulative research rather 

than remaining purely descriptive. Fourth, by 

positioning intelligent systems as socio-technical 

actors rather than technological artifacts, the 

framework broadens the theoretical scope of 

organizational criminology. 

 

3.7 Methodological Limitations 

As a conceptual study, ISDAF is not 

presented as an empirically validated model. The 

proposed mechanisms represent theoretically derived 

Classical Criminological Theory 

Routine Activity 

Neutralization 

Differential Association 

Situational Crime Prevention 

AI Governance Literature 

Responsible AI 

Explainable AI 

Algorithmic Accountability 

AI Risk Government 

Socio-Technical Systems Theory 

Intelligent Systems Deviance 

Adaptation Framework (ISDAF) 
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relationships that require empirical assessment across 

organizational contexts, industries, and institutional 

environments Future research should employ 

surveys, case studies, ethnographic methods, digital 

trace data, and experimental designs to examine the 

explanatory power of each framework dimension. 

Additionally, longitudinal studies may investigate 

how organizational misconduct evolves as AI 

systems become increasingly. 

 

IV. The Intelligent Systems Deviance 

Adaptation Framework (ISDAF) 
4.1 From Human-Centered Crime to AI-

Mediated Organizational Deviance 

Classical criminological theories generally 

assume that workplace misconduct emerges from 

interactions among human actors operating within 

organizational structures characterized by 

identifiable authority, relatively stable accountability 

relationships, and direct managerial oversight. 

Within such environments, opportunities for 

misconduct are primarily determined by 

organizational controls, supervision, institutional 

culture, and environmental conditions. 

AI-enabled organizations fundamentally 

alter these assumptions. Intelligent systems 

increasingly participate in organizational decision-

making through algorithmic recommendations, 

predictive analytics, automated workflows, biometric 

monitoring, anomaly detection, and generative AI. 

Rather than functioning merely as technological 

tools, these systems shape organizational routines, 

influence information flows, redistribute decision 

authority, and modify accountability relationships. 

Consequently, intelligent systems become 

active components of the organizational environment 

itself. Workplace misconduct therefore emerges not 

simply from interactions among employees but from 

interactions occurring within increasingly complex 

socio-technical systems. 

The central premise of ISDAF is that 

intelligent systems alter the criminogenic 

architecture of organizations. AI changes the 

opportunities available for misconduct, the 

mechanisms through which misconduct is 

rationalized, the ways surveillance operates, the 

distribution of organizational power, and the 

assignment of responsibility when harmful outcomes 

occur. 

ISDAF therefore conceptualizes AI as a structural 

force that transforms organizational deviance rather 

than simply providing new technological tools. 

 

4.2 Theoretical Foundations of ISDAF 

The framework synthesizes four complementary 

theoretical traditions. Routine Activity Theory 

contributes the concept of opportunity structures. 

Neutralization Theory explains the cognitive 

processes through which individuals justify 

misconduct. Situational Crime Prevention explains 

how environmental design influences criminal 

behavior. Socio-technical systems theory explains 

how organizational outcomes emerge from 

interactions between technological systems and 

human actors. 

ISDAF integrates these perspectives by introducing 

intelligent systems as dynamic socio-technical actors 

capable of simultaneously increasing organizational 

control while generating new criminogenic 

conditions. 

Figure 2 illustrates the overall conceptual 

architecture. 

Figure 2. Conceptual Architecture of ISDAF 
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Unlike conventional criminological models, ISDAF 

explicitly positions intelligent systems as both 

objects of governance and producers of 

criminogenic conditions. 

4.3 Mechanism One: Algorithmic Opportunity 

Structures 

Opportunity remains one of the most 

consistent predictors of organizational misconduct. 

Routine Activity Theory argues that deviance 

becomes possible when motivated actors encounter 

suitable opportunities under conditions of inadequate 

guardianship. Within AI-enabled organizations, 

however, opportunities increasingly originate from 

technological infrastructures rather than solely from 

organizational procedures. 

Algorithmic Opportunity Structures refer to 

misconduct opportunities that arise because 

intelligent systems create new pathways for 

influencing organizational decisions, manipulating 

information, or exploiting algorithmic processes. 

Unlike traditional opportunity structures, algorithmic 

opportunities possess four distinguishing 

characteristics. First, they are often invisible. Many 

opportunities are embedded within algorithmic 

architectures that remain poorly understood by 

managers and organizational leaders. Employees 

possessing specialized technical knowledge may 

recognize vulnerabilities unavailable to others. 

Second, they are scalable. Manipulating an 

algorithmic process may influence thousands of 

organizational decisions simultaneously. Third, they 

are difficult to detect. Machine-learning models 

frequently operate as "black boxes," complicating 

efforts to distinguish legitimate behavior from 

manipulation. Fourth, they are adaptive. As 

organizations modify algorithms, offenders may 

identify alternative technological vulnerabilities, 

creating an evolutionary relationship between 

organizational control and misconduct. These 

includes training data manipulation, prompt 

engineering for unauthorized organizational 

advantage, AI-assisted fraud, automated report 

manipulation, synthetic document generation, 

manipulation of predictive models, algorithmic 

procurement fraud. 

Consequently, AI does not merely create 

additional opportunities; it fundamentally changes 

the architecture through which organizational 

opportunities emerge. 

Proposition 1 

P1: Organizational dependence on intelligent 

systems positively influences the emergence of 

algorithmically mediated opportunity structures that 

facilitate workplace misconduct. 

4.4 Mechanism Two: Technological 

Neutralization 

Neutralization Theory proposes that offenders 

employ cognitive strategies to reduce moral 

responsibility for misconduct. ISDAF argues that AI 

creates an entirely new category of neutralization. 

When intelligent systems become integrated into 

organizational decision-making, responsibility 

increasingly becomes distributed among employees, 

managers, software developers, algorithms, and 

vendors. 

Individuals may therefore justify harmful actions 

through appeals to technological authority. These 

comes in the form of: "The AI recommended it", 

"The algorithm approved the transaction", "The 

model made the hiring decision", "The system 

generated the score". These statements represent 

more than organizational excuses. They constitute 

technological neutralization, a cognitive process 

through which moral agency is transferred from 

human actors to intelligent systems. This mechanism 

extends Neutralization Theory by introducing AI as 

an additional source of responsibility displacement. 

Technological Neutralization becomes especially 

important within highly automated organizations 

where employees increasingly perceive algorithms as 

objective decision-makers. 

As reliance on AI grows, ethical responsibility may 

become psychologically separated from 

organizational decision-making. 

Proposition 2 

P2: Increased reliance on intelligent systems 

strengthens technological neutralization by 

reducing perceived individual responsibility for 

organizational misconduct. 

4.5 Mechanism Three: Surveillance Adaptation 

Organizations increasingly deploy AI to strengthen 

compliance, monitor productivity, detect fraud, 

identify cybersecurity threats, and predict 

organizational risk. From a traditional governance 
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perspective, expanded surveillance should reduce 

misconduct. 

Criminological research, however, consistently 

demonstrates that offenders adapt to control 

mechanisms. ISDAF extends this insight by 

proposing that AI surveillance produces behavioral 

adaptation rather than simple deterrence. Employees 

increasingly learn how surveillance systems operate. 

They identify monitoring thresholds, they modify 

behavior during monitored periods, they exploit 

algorithmic blind spots, they manipulate productivity 

metrics, they selectively interact with AI systems to 

avoid detection. Consequently, surveillance 

technologies frequently transform the expression of 

misconduct rather than eliminating it. 

This dynamic creates a continual co-evolution 

between organizational monitoring technologies and 

adaptive employee behavior. 

Proposition 3 

P3: Expansion of AI-enabled surveillance 

encourages adaptive forms of workplace misconduct 

designed to circumvent algorithmic detection. 

4.6 Mechanism Four: Digital Power Asymmetries 

Power within organizations has traditionally been 

associated with formal authority. AI-enabled 

organizations increasingly redistribute power toward 

individuals possessing specialized technological 

expertise. Data scientists, AI engineers, Machine-

learning specialists, Cybersecurity architects, Cloud 

infrastructure engineers, Algorithm designers. These 

individuals frequently exercise influence exceeding 

their formal managerial authority because they 

control organizational knowledge, algorithmic 

processes, and digital infrastructures. 

ISDAF conceptualizes this phenomenon as Digital 

Power Asymmetry. Unlike traditional organizational 

power, digital power derives from asymmetric access 

to technological knowledge rather than hierarchical 

position. Digital Power Asymmetries influence 

misconduct through several mechanisms. Specialized 

employees may: conceal algorithmic manipulation, 

exploit privileged system access, selectively disclose 

technical information, circumvent organizational 

oversight, influence governance processes through 

informational advantage  

Managers frequently lack sufficient technical 

expertise to evaluate complex AI systems 

independently. Consequently, organizational 

accountability increasingly depends upon 

technological elites whose activities may themselves 

remain insufficiently supervised. 

Proposition 4 

P4: Increasing digital power asymmetries enhance 

opportunities for concealed technology-enabled 

workplace misconduct. 

4.7 Mechanism Five: Diffused Accountability 

Perhaps the most significant consequence of AI-

enabled organizations concerns accountability. 

Traditional governance assumes that responsibility 

can be assigned to identifiable organizational actors. 

AI fundamentally complicates this assumption. 

Organizational decisions increasingly emerge 

through interactions involving algorithms, datasets, 

software developers, cloud providers, AI vendors, 

managers, end users’ regulatory requirements. When 

harmful outcomes occur, responsibility becomes 

fragmented across multiple actors. 

ISDAF conceptualizes this fragmentation as Diffused 

Accountability. Rather than identifying a single 

responsible individual, organizations encounter 

overlapping layers of partial responsibility. This 

diffusion weakens deterrence because individuals 

perceive accountability as collectively shared. The 

result is an accountability vacuum in which 

responsibility becomes increasingly difficult to 

assign despite growing organizational dependence 

upon AI. This mechanism connects organizational 

criminology with emerging scholarship on 

algorithmic accountability and responsible AI 

governance. 

Proposition 5 

P5: Diffused accountability within AI-enabled 

organizations weakens responsibility attribution and 

increases organizational vulnerability to workplace 

misconduct. 

4.8 Dynamic Relationships Among the Five 

Mechanisms 

A key innovation of ISDAF is that the five 

mechanisms are mutually reinforcing, rather than 
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independent. Algorithmic Opportunity Structures 

expand opportunities for misconduct. These 

opportunities are then rationalized through 

Technological Neutralization. As organizations 

respond by increasing intelligent monitoring, 

employees develop Surveillance Adaptation 

strategies. 

Simultaneously, Digital Power Asymmetries enable 

technically sophisticated actors to exploit 

increasingly complex organizational systems. 

Finally, Diffused Accountability reduces the 

effectiveness of traditional governance mechanisms 

by obscuring responsibility across interconnected 

human and technological actors. Together, these 

mechanisms create a dynamic cycle through which 

AI simultaneously strengthens organizational control 

while continuously generating new forms of 

workplace misconduct. 

V. Discussion 

5.1 Extending Criminological Theory for the AI 

Era 

The rapid integration of artificial 

intelligence into organizational processes 

necessitates a reconsideration of long-standing 

assumptions regarding workplace misconduct. 

Classical criminological theories have traditionally 

conceptualized deviance because of interactions 

among motivated individuals, organizational 

opportunities, social learning, and environmental 

controls. While these theories remain highly relevant, 

they were largely developed within organizational 

environments where human actors exercised primary 

decision-making authority and accountability 

relationships were comparatively stable. 

The Intelligent Systems Deviance 

Adaptation Framework (ISDAF) extends these 

perspectives by recognizing intelligent systems as 

active components of organizational environments 

rather than passive technological instruments. AI 

systems increasingly shape information flows, 

allocate organizational resources, prioritize 

decisions, monitor employee behavior, and influence 

strategic outcomes. Consequently, intelligent 

systems become embedded within the causal 

mechanisms through which workplace misconduct 

emerges. 

This shift represents an important 

theoretical advancement because it relocates 

technology from the periphery of criminological 

analysis to its structural core. Rather than treating AI 

as merely another organizational resource, ISDAF 

conceptualizes intelligent systems as socio-technical 

actors capable of simultaneously reducing traditional 

forms of misconduct while facilitating novel forms of 

technology-mediated deviance. The framework 

therefore expands organizational criminology 

beyond its historical emphasis on human behavior by 

incorporating algorithmic infrastructures into 

explanations of organizational misconduct. 

5.2 Integrating Criminology and AI Governance 

One of the principal contributions of ISDAF 

is its integration of two scholarly domains that have 

developed largely independently. Research on AI 

governance has focused extensively on algorithmic 

fairness, transparency, explainability, accountability, 

privacy, and ethical AI deployment. International 

governance initiatives—including the European 

Union AI Act, the NIST AI Risk Management 

Framework, ISO/IEC 42001, and the OECD AI 

Principles provide important guidance for 

responsible AI implementation. 

However, these frameworks primarily 

address how organizations should govern AI rather 

than how AI transforms the criminogenic conditions 

under which workplace misconduct occurs. 

Conversely, criminological theories explain 

organizational deviance but generally treat 

technology as a contextual variable rather than an 

active organizational actor. ISDAF bridges these 

perspectives by demonstrating that intelligent 

systems reshape organizational opportunity 

structures, accountability relationships, surveillance 

dynamics, and power distributions in ways that 

directly influence workplace misconduct. This 

interdisciplinary integration contributes to both 

fields. For criminology, it extends established 

theories into AI-enabled organizational 

environments. For AI governance, it introduces 

criminological mechanisms capable of explaining 

technology-mediated organizational misconduct 

beyond traditional compliance models. 

5.3 AI as Both Guardian and Risk Generator 

A recurring assumption within 

organizational governance is that AI primarily 

strengthens organizational control. Intelligent 

monitoring systems, anomaly detection algorithms, 

predictive analytics, biometric authentication, and 

automated compliance tools are widely deployed to 

reduce fraud, strengthen cybersecurity, and improve 

organizational oversight. ISDAF challenges this 

assumption by demonstrating that intelligent systems 

perform dual and sometimes contradictory functions. 
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On one hand, AI enhances organizational 

guardianship through continuous monitoring, rapid 

anomaly detection, and predictive risk identification. 

On the other hand, these same technologies generate 

new opportunities for misconduct through 

algorithmic manipulation, technological 

neutralization, surveillance adaptation, digital power 

asymmetries, and diffused accountability. 

Accordingly, intelligent systems should not 

be conceptualized exclusively as organizational 

safeguards or exclusively as sources of risk. Rather, 

they represent adaptive socio-technical systems that 

continuously reshape both organizational control and 

organizational vulnerability. This duality constitutes 

one of the framework's central theoretical insights. 

5.4 Dynamic Adaptation and Organizational 

Learning 

Traditional organizational controls 

frequently assume relatively stable relationships 

between misconduct and governance mechanisms. 

ISDAF instead conceptualizes organizational 

misconduct as an adaptive process characterized by 

continuous interaction between technological 

innovation and human adaptation. 

As organizations strengthen AI-enabled 

monitoring, employees develop increasingly 

sophisticated methods of evading algorithmic 

detection. As governance frameworks improve 

accountability, organizational actors identify 

alternative opportunities for responsibility 

displacement. As AI systems become more 

explainable, new forms of algorithmic manipulation 

emerge. 

Consequently, workplace misconduct 

evolves alongside intelligent technologies rather than 

disappearing because of them. This adaptive 

perspective aligns with complexity theory and socio-

technical systems research, which argue that 

organizational outcomes emerge through continuous 

interactions among interconnected technological and 

human systems. ISDAF therefore conceptualizes 

organizational misconduct as an evolutionary 

phenomenon rather than a static organizational 

problem. 

5.5 Implications for Organizational Risk 

Management 

The framework has significant implications 

for enterprise risk management. Traditional risk 

management approaches classify AI-related risks 

into categories such as cybersecurity, operational 

resilience, legal compliance, privacy, and ethical 

governance. While valuable, these categories often 

underestimate the criminogenic effects of intelligent 

systems. Organizations increasingly require 

integrated governance models that simultaneously 

address technological performance, ethical 

accountability, organizational culture, employee 

behavior, cybersecurity, and regulatory compliance. 

ISDAF suggests that effective AI 

governance should include continuous monitoring of 

algorithmic opportunity structures; accountability 

mapping across the AI lifecycle; governance 

mechanisms to reduce technological neutralization; 

periodic assessment of digital power concentrations; 

adaptive surveillance strategies that anticipate 

behavioral responses; independent audits of AI-

supported decision-making; and cross-functional 

oversight involving legal, compliance, cybersecurity, 

human resources, ethics, and technical teams. Such 

an integrated governance approach aligns 

organizational risk management with contemporary 

AI governance principles while extending them 

through criminological theory. 

5.6 Implications for Human Resource 

Management 

Human resource management is undergoing 

profound transformation through AI-assisted 

recruitment, performance analytics, employee 

monitoring, workforce planning, and digital talent 

management. These technologies introduce 

substantial opportunities for improving 

organizational performance but also reshape 

employment relationships. ISDAF suggests that HR 

professionals should move beyond viewing AI solely 

as an efficiency tool. Instead, organizations should 

recognize that AI may influence employee 

perceptions of accountability; trust in organizational 

decision-making; workplace surveillance 

experiences; organizational justice; ethical decision-

making; reporting of misconduct; and compliance 

behavior.  

Accordingly, HR governance should 

include transparent AI policies, explainable decision 

processes, employee AI literacy initiatives, and 

clearly defined accountability structures to reduce 

opportunities for technology-mediated misconduct. 

 

5.7 Policy Implications 

Governments worldwide are rapidly 

developing regulatory frameworks for artificial 

intelligence. The European Union AI Act, the NIST 

AI Risk Management Framework, ISO/IEC 42001, 

and the OECD AI Principles emphasize transparency, 

accountability, fairness, human oversight, and risk 

management. ISDAF complements these initiatives 

by highlighting that regulatory compliance alone 
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does not eliminate workplace misconduct. Policy 

makers should therefore consider incorporating 

criminological perspectives into AI governance. 

Future regulatory initiatives could 

encourage organizations to conduct AI-related 

misconduct risk assessments alongside cybersecurity 

and privacy assessments. Similarly, organizations 

may benefit from requiring accountability mapping 

that identifies responsibility across developers, 

vendors, managers, and end users before AI systems 

are deployed operationally. Such measures would 

strengthen organizational resilience while reducing 

accountability diffusion. 

 

5.8 Boundary Conditions 

Like all conceptual frameworks, ISDAF is 

unlikely to apply uniformly across every 

organizational context. Several boundary conditions 

may influence its explanatory power. These include 

organizational size; industry sector; national 

regulatory environments; organizational culture; 

digital maturity; AI sophistication; governance 

capability; employee technological literacy; and 

cybersecurity maturity. For example, highly 

regulated industries such as healthcare, banking, 

defense, and aviation may exhibit stronger 

governance controls that moderate several ISDAF 

mechanisms. Conversely, rapidly growing 

technology firms with decentralized decision-making 

may experience stronger digital power asymmetries 

and greater accountability diffusion. Future empirical 

studies should investigate these contextual 

differences. 

 

5.9 Toward Intelligent Organizational 

Criminology 

Perhaps the most significant contribution of 

this paper is the introduction of what may be termed 

Intelligent Organizational Criminology. Traditional 

organizational criminology primarily examines 

misconduct occurring within organizations. ISDAF 

expands this perspective by examining misconduct 

occurring through intelligent organizational 

infrastructures. This distinction is theoretically 

important. 

Organizations are increasingly governed not 

only by human managers but also by intelligent 

systems capable of shaping opportunities, allocating 

resources, monitoring behavior, and influencing 

decisions. Consequently, future criminological 

theory must explicitly incorporate intelligent 

technologies into explanations of organizational 

behavior. The emergence of intelligent organizations 

therefore represents not merely a technological 

transformation but a paradigmatic shift in the study 

of workplace misconduct. 

Figure 3. Intelligent Risk Governance Model (Proposed) 
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VI. Conclusion 

Artificial intelligence is fundamentally 

transforming organizational governance, decision-

making, and operational processes. While these 

technologies provide unprecedented opportunities for 

innovation, efficiency, and organizational resilience, 

they simultaneously reshape the conditions under 

which workplace misconduct emerges. Existing 

criminological theories continue to offer valuable 

explanations for organizational deviance; however, 

they were developed within environments where 

human actors remained the primary locus of decision-

making and accountability. The increasing 

integration of intelligent systems requires a 

corresponding evolution in criminological theory. 

This paper has introduced the Intelligent 

Systems Deviance Adaptation Framework (ISDAF) 

as a conceptual model that extends organizational 

criminology into AI-enabled workplaces. By 

integrating insights from criminology, organizational 

sociology, socio-technical systems theory, and AI 

governance, the framework identifies five 

interrelated mechanisms—Algorithmic Opportunity 

Structures, Technological Neutralization, 

Surveillance Adaptation, Digital Power 

Asymmetries, and Diffused Accountability—that 

explain how intelligent systems simultaneously 

strengthen organizational control while generating 

new opportunities for technology-mediated 

misconduct. 

Beyond its theoretical contribution, ISDAF 

provides a practical foundation for organizations 

seeking to govern AI responsibly. The framework 

demonstrates that effective AI governance requires 

more than technical safeguards or regulatory 

compliance. Organizations must also anticipate how 

intelligent systems reshape organizational behavior, 

redistribute power, influence accountability, and alter 

opportunities for misconduct. Consequently, AI 

governance should be viewed as an integral 

component of enterprise risk management, 

organizational ethics, and strategic leadership. 

As intelligent systems become increasingly 

autonomous and embedded within organizational 

life, future research must continue to refine and 

empirically validate the mechanisms proposed by 

ISDAF. Doing so will contribute to the development 

of an Intelligent Organizational Criminology capable 

of explaining misconduct within the socio-technical 

organizations of the future. In this respect, the 

framework offers not only a new lens for 

understanding AI-enabled workplace misconduct but 

also a foundation for advancing responsible, 

accountable, and resilient organizational governance 

in the digital era. 
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