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Abstract

As Artificial Intelligence (AI) becomes increasingly integrated into workplaces, new
opportunities and challenges emerge for organizations and managers. Prior research has
mainly focused on the macro-level impacts or technical outcomes of integrating Al into
organizations. Therefore, this study aims to shed light on a frequently overlooked aspect: how
managers themselves describe the influence of Al on their work. By adopting a materiality
framework, the study explores the affordances and constraints that arise in the interaction
between Al and managers and additionally, what role Al takes on within different dimensions
of managerial work. In order to explore this, 18 semi-constructed interviews were conducted
with managers across various fields. The findings indicate that Al has a greater influence on
the operational dimensions of managerial work compared to the relational dimensions that
occur between managers and their teams. Within the operational dimensions, Al functions as
an Efficiency Driver for administrative responsibilities and an Insight Generator in
decision-making processes. However, within the relational dimension, Al can be seen as a
Message Optimizer in the area of communication, while taking on the role of a Relational
Bystander in team and relationship building. This qualitative, practice-oriented research
contributes to the field of management studies by examining the evolving relationship
between Al and managers, as well as identifying the role Al takes on within different
dimensions of managerial work. It contributes to ongoing debates about managerial agency in
the context of Al by offering practical insights into how managers can meaningfully engage
with Al The study emphasizes the importance of developing Al literacy, adapting managerial
roles, and sustaining a human-centered approach in an increasingly Al-augmented
organizational landscape.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence (AI), Materiality, Sociomateriality, Affordances and
Constraints, Managers, Managerial Work, Human-Technology Interaction




Introduction

Over the last decades, technology has gone through major development and every era has
been marked with innovations reshaping society and the way of doing business (Cristofaro &
Giardino, 2025). Each technological era has paved the way for the next, from the Industrial
Revolution where machines replaced manual labour to the digitalization of computers and the
internet (Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025). Additionally, the advancement of data processing and
algorithms have resulted in the creation of Artificial Intelligence (AI), one of the most
transformative innovations of modern times impacting the whole business world (Jorzik et
al., 2024). Today, Al is developing faster than ever and the technology has become
increasingly present in people’s everyday lives, especially after the launch of generative Al
tools such as ChatGPT and Copilot (Peres et al., 2023). As with all technological
advancements, organizations and managers must adapt to the new reality, and this poses new
challenges to the management of organizations (Peifer et al., 2022).

The evolution of Al has moved from being a tool with the ability to automate specific tasks to
becoming smarter and more human-like (Brown et al., 2020), which is creating a debate
about how technology is changing the nature of work. The integration of Al into workplaces
is transforming organizational dynamics, changing how tasks are performed, decisions are
made, and teams are managed (Faraj et al., 2018; Faraj et al., 2022; Makarius et al., 2020).
Moreover, Al influences the perception of what a manager does and the role of management
within an organization (Madanchian et al., 2024). As technology is replacing certain
decision-making processes and information management, questions arise about how
managers should navigate this development. In this changing landscape, Al offers managers
new opportunities to manage more effectively while simultaneously redefining the nature of
managing people (Peifer et al., 2022).

This shift in AI’s role indicates that it is no longer merely a technological tool but rather a
constantly present phenomenon influencing management in multiple ways (Orlikowski &
Scott, 2008). As AI becomes increasingly embedded in these everyday management
practices, the boundaries between human and material agency begin to blur (Orlikowski,
2007). Therefore, to better understand how Al is affecting organizations and managers, it is
useful to adopt a materiality perspective, one that views Al not merely as a tool but as an
active participant in shaping managerial work (Orlikowski, 2007; Orlikowski & Scott, 2008).
Materiality, in this sense, refers to the role that technological artefacts limit (constrain) and
enable (afford) the work of managers (Leonardi, 2011, 2013). This does not mean that Al
determines outcomes on its own but rather that its influence depends on how it is integrated
into specific organizational settings, interpreted by users, and adapted over time (Leonardi,
2011; Orlikowski & Scott, 2008). What makes materiality particularly relevant today is the
increasing complexity and invisibility of Al in daily work (Borning et al., 2020). As these
technologies become more autonomous and embedded, their effects can be subtle but still
have a powerful impact (Pakarinen and Huising, 2023).



While Al is transforming how organizations function, there is limited understanding of how
managers themselves experience, interpret and describe these potential changes. Existing
discussions tend to emphasize technical capabilities or macro-level impacts (Brown et al.,
2020; Jorzik et al., 2024; Makarius et al., 2020; Viskova-Robertson, 2023) while overlooking
the everyday, situated practices of managers and their description of AI’s influence.
Consequently, there is limited research concerning the interplay between human agency and
material agency, how they mutually constitute one another and co-create possibilities within
new managerial contexts. While earlier research has examined these relationships (Leonardi,
2011, 2013; Orlikowski, 2007; Orlikowski & Scott, 2008), the emergence of a new
technological era calls for renewed research to explore how these interactions evolve in
response to the increasing embeddedness of Al in everyday management. This study
contributes to contemporary research by adopting a materiality perspective, offering a more
nuanced understanding of how Al influences the work of managers in practice.

To explore this, we aim to investigate the following research question: How does Al
influence the work of managers? Accordingly, the purpose of this study is to examine how
managers describe the influence of Al on their work and to identify the roles Al takes on
within managerial work. In this study, we use the term ‘managerial work’ to refer broadly to
the everyday tasks and responsibilities of managers, rather than to a specific theoretical
construct. By focusing on the material aspects of Al use in managerial contexts, the study
will illustrate both the affordances and constraints that managers experience with Al in
relation to their work. To gain rich and meaningful insights, a qualitative approach was
adopted. Through 18 semi-structured interviews with managers across various fields, the
study was able to explore how managerial work is influenced by Al, regardless of industry or
organizational context.

The study is structured to provide a comprehensive exploration of managers’ description of
Al and how it influences their work. The following Literature Review first covers the Rise of
Al in Organizational Contexts, then Al and the Changing Nature of Management, and lastly
we will delve into The Role of Materiality in Organizational Technology Use: A Theoretical
Framework. The latter will be the framework used to analyse the empirical findings. In the
Methodology, each methodological choice and approach will be clearly explained and
justified. The Empirical Findings will then present the data collected from the interviews. In
the Analysis and Discussion, the materiality framework will be applied to clearly highlight
both the affordances and constraints in the interaction between managers and Al. These
affordances and constraints are then further discussed in relation to their influence on
managerial work. Finally, the main findings and contributions will be outlined in the
Conclusion.



Literature Review

While our study focuses on the work of managers, several of the studies we review use the
term ‘leadership’. In this context, we treat leadership as overlapping with certain aspects of
management, particularly in relation to decision-making and team coordination. We maintain
the original terminology used in cited studies to preserve the integrity of their findings.

The Rise of Al in Organizational Contexts

The last decade has been marked by the rapid development of Al (Cristofaro & Giardino,
2025). Al, commonly defined as the capability of a machine to imitate intelligent behavior
(Choudhury et al., 2020), has evolved far beyond a mere technological innovation. According
to Cristofaro and Giardino (2025), the evolution of Al can be conceptualized in five distinct
waves. The first wave, known as Symbolic Al, laid the theoretical foundation of the field,
focusing on rule-based systems, feedback loops, and control mechanisms. This era
emphasized the need to align technological possibilities with practical applications and
theoretical insights, paving the way for later advancements. The second wave followed what
is commonly referred to as the AI Winter. Despite limited technological maturity,
organizations began experimenting with Al in operational settings. This phase revealed the
challenges of building systems that were not only powerful but also practically adaptable in
real-world contexts (Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025). The third wave, often called the Machine
Learning Renaissance, marked a significant shift from symbolic, rule-based approaches to
data-driven methods. Rather than relying on predefined rules, machine learning models
applied statistical and probabilistic techniques to recognize patterns, make predictions, and
adapt to new inputs (Felt & Irwin, 2024). The fourth wave, emerging in the 2010s, is
characterized by the convergence of deep learning, big data, and cloud computing (Cristofaro
& Giardino, 2025). These technologies greatly enhanced Al’s capabilities and broadened its
applications across industries. Finally, the current fifth wave emphasizes human-Al
collaboration and the development of responsible Al. This phase is expected to transform
industries and organizational practices, with large language models enabling advanced
automation, strategic decision-making, and human-like interactions (Cristofaro & Giardino,
2025).

The current transformational phase in organizational settings signals a significant shift in how
Al is understood and applied. Once viewed solely as a technological tool designed to
automate discrete tasks, Al has now become embedded within the broader socio-technical
systems of organizations (Pakarinen & Huising, 2023). This evolution underscores the
interdependence between human actors and technological infrastructures in shaping diverse
work processes and managerial work (Makarius et al., 2020). From this perspective, Al is not
simply a passive instrument but an active component that co-creates organizational outcomes
through its interaction with social structures and human decision-making. As a result,
adopting a socio-technical lens becomes essential to grasp the full impact of Al, one that
considers not only the capabilities and limitations of the technology itself but also the
cultural, structural, and relational dynamics that surround its use (Makarius et al., 2020).



However, while this socio-technical perspective emphasizes the interplay between humans
and technology, recent research highlights that this relationship is neither straightforward nor
predictable. For example, Viskova-Robertson (2023) argues that successful Al
implementation depends not just on technical capabilities, but on how well Al systems are
aligned with existing organizational routines, values, and human practices. This view
challenges overly deterministic assumptions that technology alone drives change. Similarly,
Weger and Yeazitzis (2023) propose a more adaptive socio-technical framework, suggesting
that the integration of Al varies significantly across contexts and is shaped by factors such as
organizational culture, institutional norms, and managerial strategies. These perspectives
highlight the problematization of a one-size-fits-all view of Al adoption and stress that its
effects emerge through complex negotiations between technological capabilities and social
conditions. Thus, while Al has the potential to transform organizational work, its influence is
affected by the very socio-organizational structures it is meant to enhance.

Building on a socio-technical perspective, Faraj et al. (2018) emphasize that Al plays an
augmentative role in organizational work, particularly in situations that rely on human
judgment and social interaction. Rather than replacing human labor, they argue that Al
systems reshape work practices in ways that continue to depend on human input. Their
analysis highlights that algorithms should not be seen as independent or autonomous forces,
but rather as part of complex socio-technical systems whose outcomes are shaped by their
interaction with established organizational routines, norms, and practices. Whilst Faraj et al.
(2018) emphasize that Al should not be viewed as a replacement for human labor, Pakarinen
and Huising (2023) acknowledge that Al may be perceived as a threat to professional
authority, particularly as it takes over tasks traditionally associated with expert judgment.
This perception aligns with a broader assumption in automation discourse: that expertise can
be transferred from humans to machines, potentially diminishing the role and status of
professionals. At the same time, Pakarinen and Huising (2023) critique this broader
assumption as overly simplistic. They argue that expertise is not solely a matter of technical
skill, but is relational and context-dependent, emerging through interaction with others and
within specific institutional settings. From this perspective, Al does not simply displace
human experts, but becomes embedded within the sociotechnical networks through which
professional expertise is enacted, negotiated, and continuously reshaped. Ultimately,
Pakarinen and Huising (2023) argue that this type of knowledge: relational,
context-dependent, and socially constructed, cannot be transferred.

While the implementation of Al offers opportunities to enhance efficiency in organizational
processes and strategic decision-making, it also poses challenges, such as the potential for
employee resistance for adaptation, reduced engagement, and ethical concerns (Peifer et al.,
2022; Vivek & Krupskyi, 2024; Zhang, 2024). Onu et al. (2025) specifically highlights the
potential legal complexities for an organization when implementing Al. These legal
challenges could stem from ensuring that Al systems comply with existing regulations, such
as transparency, fairness and accountability. Furthermore, integrating Al into organizations
might require specialized technical skills such as data science, machine learning expertise and
domain-specific knowledge (World Economic Forum, 2020). This could pose a challenge for



companies to invest time, effort and financial resources to train and upskill the existing
workforce, or recruit new and specialized talent (Morandini et al., 2023). Additionally,
different industries are transformed and affected by Al to different extents and in varying
ways (PwC, 2024). Hence, each industry will face both opportunities and challenges in this
technological shift (PwC, 2024).

Al and the Changing Nature of Management

This technological shift suggests that traditional leadership models may be outdated and in
need of reassessment, as managers are increasingly expected to find new ways of leading in
Al-augmented environments (Madanchian et al., 2024). While a significant portion of the
existing literature on Al and management tends to emphasize efficiency outcomes, such as
automating tasks, streamlining operations, and enhancing productivity (Dwivedi, 2025; Vivek
& Krupskyi, 2024), a growing amount of research is turning its attention toward how Al is
reshaping the nature of management. While Al not only changes tasks and processes, it also

influences the perception of what a manager does within an organization (Madanchian et al.,
2024).

Some studies within this emerging field highlight the evolving demands on managers in the
context of digital transformation. For instance, Frick et al. (2021) argue that Al challenges
traditional leadership paradigms by introducing uncertainty, prompting managers to rethink
their styles. Notably, their findings suggest that during Al-driven change, employees often
prefer consistency and stability over the traditionally valued autonomy, signaling a shift in
what effective leadership looks like. Similarly, Madanchian et al. (2024) emphasize the
importance of responsible and adaptive leadership in Al-driven organizations, advocating for
a balanced approach that combines the strengths of AI with human values, ethical
considerations, and emotional insight. Peifer et al. (2022), in their comprehensive literature
review, underscore the risk of disengagement and depersonalization if leadership becomes
overly reliant on algorithmic logic. They advocate for a human-centric model in which Al
complements, rather than replaces, relational leadership and human judgment. These
perspectives suggest that while Al can enhance leaders’ analytical and operational
capabilities, the most valuable leadership in the age of Al is grounded in emotional
intelligence, interpersonal awareness, and adaptability (Frick et al., 2021; Madanchian et al.,
2024; Peifer et al., 2022).

As organizations transition from traditional management approaches to Al-augmented
management, scholars have increasingly highlighted the need to balance AI’s data-driven
approach with the relational and human-centered capacities of Emotional Intelligence (EI).
Research by Vivek and Krupskyi (2024) and Dwivedi (2025) demonstrates that leaders who
integrate both Al and EI tend to achieve improved decision-making, enhanced strategic
planning, and stronger organizational performance. However, research conducted by Faraj et
al., (2022) shows that whilst implementing Al into the process of decision-making can be
beneficial, it can at the same time also create new obstacles in terms of uncertainty. Faraj et
al., (2022) stresses that decision-making processes can be improved with Al since it enables



richer and more diverse sources of data, expanding and automating coordination, and lastly
also by providing continuous and more granular forms of control and surveillance. However,
this can also result in increased uncertainty related to inherent biases, ethical considerations
and the black-box nature of the technology’s workings. When a technology is black-boxed,
its internal processes are hidden or too complex to understand, meaning users can see the
inputs and outputs but not how decisions are made in between (Faraj et al., 2022).

The integration of Al into organizations does not only affect processes such as
decision-making but also impacts employee well-being and team dynamics (Jeong et al.,
2024; Koponen et al., 2023). Managers who apply Emotional Intelligence in conjunction with
Al are more capable of preserving trust, cohesion, and psychological safety during periods of
digital transformation (Jeong et al., 2024). However, achieving this balance remains a
challenge. As Koponen et al.,, (2023) notes, Al-driven environments often emphasize
efficiency and automation, which can inadvertently marginalize the interpersonal aspects of
managing a team. Without deliberate efforts to maintain emotional awareness and human
connection, managers risk alienating their teams or fostering technocratic management styles
that lack the flexibility and empathy needed in dynamic organizational settings (Jeong et al.,
2024; Koponen et al., 2023). Together, these studies suggest that moving from traditional to
Al-augmented management is not only a technological shift but also a relational one,
requiring new competencies, values, and leadership practices that align machine capabilities
with human sensibilities. This need arises from the necessity to balance Artificial Intelligence
and Emotional Intelligence, given their distinct and complementary contributions. Al
provides speed, accuracy, and scalability in processing information, while EI enables
managers to interpret these outputs through a lens of empathy, ethics, and organizational
context (Vivek & Krupskyi, 2024).

The Role of Materiality in Organizational Technology Use: A Theoretical Framework

When exploring the role of technology in organizational and managerial contexts, the
concepts of materiality provide a valuable tool for understanding the interplay between
technology and humans (Callon, 1986; Latour, 2005; Leonardi 2011, 2013, Orlikowski,
2008). Materiality, as conceptualized by Leonardi (2011, 2013) and Orlikowski (2007) in
particular, emphasizes the tangible and relational characteristics of technology that shape
human action and behaviors. Orlikowski (2007) underlines that all practices are
socio-material and that one cannot understand the social and the material aspects separate
from each other. Therefore, by adopting Leonardi’s and Orlikowski’s view of materiality,
practices that take place in the interaction between human and technology can be understood
and further analyzed. Additionally, this perspective is especially relevant to our study, as it
allows us to capture the dynamic, situated, and evolving nature of managerial work in relation
to Al, rather than treating technology as a static or external factor.

Leonardi (2011, 2013) conceptualize affordances and constraints as key elements of
materiality, where affordances refer to the opportunities for actions or uses that are made
possible by the features of the artefacts. Constraints, on the other hand, are the limitations or



restrictions imposed by the features of artefacts. The authors argue that it’s important to
acknowledge that affordances and constraints are presented to individuals based on their own
perception of the characteristics of the artefacts. These perceptions are, in turn, influenced
and shaped by factors including individuals’ goals, knowledge, skills and culture, but also by
previous interactions with similar artefacts (Leonardi, 2011). This underscores that
materiality is not just about a technology’s capabilities, but how users interpret and enact
them. Furthermore, Leonardi (2011) also raises the aspect that materiality is not static but
constantly evolving with time. This also indicates that affordances and constraints emerge,
change, or disappear depending on how technologies are used over time. Moreover, Leonardi
(2013) argues that different groups of actors, or even actors within the same group, use the
same technology in different ways. In other words, actors can enact different affordances
when using the same technology. Leonardi (2013) underlines the importance of
understanding that affordances are relational and context-dependent, implicating that
affordances and constraints do not exist independent of individuals.

Al, as an emerging technology, plays a dual role in shaping organizational practices. Drawing
from sociomaterial perspectives (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008), Al is not simply a passive tool,
it is an active participant in shaping human practices and organizational outcomes. By
viewing Al as a constantly surrounding artefact, this thesis draws on the concept of
materiality to explore how affordances and constraints influence managerial actions and
decisions. Theoretical frameworks on materiality, such as those proposed by Leonardi (2011)
and Orlikowski (2007), help to explain how Al, as an artifact, is not just a technical tool but
also interacts with and is shaped by human practices. This relational view emphasizes that the
affordances and constraints Al presents are perceived differently by different actors,
depending on their knowledge, culture, and context (Leonardi, 2011). This means that
managers’ perceptions of Al’s influence on their daily work can be shaped by a variety of
factors, including for example the industry type, their specific role, and the size of the
organization.



Methodology

To explore the influence and role of Al in managerial work, we applied a qualitative research
method designed to capture detailed descriptions of managerial practices. As Silverman
(2022) explains, qualitative methods are particularly suitable for studying social interactions
in real-life contexts and for exploring how individuals describe and make sense of their
everyday practices. This study adopted an inductive approach, meaning that the researchers
did not begin with a fixed theory but instead allowed patterns and insights to emerge directly
from the data (Bryman & Bell, 2017). This approach aligns well with qualitative research, as
it allows for an open exploration of managers’ experiences, enabling patterns and themes to
emerge naturally from the data. The following sections explain the research methods used in
this study, outlining the processes of data selection, data collection, data analysis, as well as
ethical considerations and study limitations.

Data selection

In this study, Al was viewed as an omnipresent phenomenon rather than a specific
technological tool. The aim was to understand how Al is integrated into everyday managerial
work, as described by managers themselves. Consequently, participants were required to have
had some engagement with Al but not any specific level of expertise or knowledge of the
technology. The study was based on the assumption that Al is a constant, though often
unnoticed, part of modern life (Schwab, 2016). Even participants who did not frequently use
Al in their professional work or daily routines were considered capable of offering valuable
perspectives, as their responses helped us understand the constraints as well as the reasons
behind their limited engagement with Al. These insights also shed light on the disadvantages
and risks associated with Al, both on an individual level and within the context of their
respective industries.

By including managers from multiple sectors, we aimed to capture a broader range of
managerial work and how Al influences these practices in different organizational contexts.
Although we did not intend to directly compare sectors, we included this variety in order to
identify potential shared affordances and constraints, revealing recurring patterns in how
managers engage with Al regardless of their specific industry context. The primary industries
selected for this study (recruitment, education and production) were chosen due to their
distinct characteristics, representing different ends of a spectrum in terms of organizational
goals and values. For example, the education sector is strongly human-centered, with a
broader purpose of nurturing and educating children and young people. In contrast,
production is more oriented toward efficiency, measurable outcomes and cost-effectiveness.
In addition to these core sectors, a few additional participants from other industries were
included as well. These cases were mainly identified through snowball sampling and served
to further enrich the diversity of insights. This diverse sample allowed us to explore how Al
is used within specific sector contexts while also identifying broader patterns that span across
industries, offering a strong foundation for understanding how Al is embedded in
contemporary managerial work.



To identify participants, we first contacted personal and professional connections who held
managerial positions through SMS or email. This allowed us to quickly start the process of
conducting interviews and collecting data. We then expanded our outreach by using Linkedin,
where we searched for relevant profiles using keywords such as principal, and invited those
to participate in the study. Following this, snowball sampling was used to get in contact with
more participants, starting with a few initial contacts and expanding through referrals from
these individuals. This method allowed us to access networks that might have been more
difficult or take longer to reach otherwise, which made the data selection process more
efficient (Silvermann, 2022). An overview of the participants and their characteristics is
presented in Table 1.

No. Sector Position Team Size
1 Real Estate Chief of Development 14
2 Education Preschool Principal 33
3 Tech Head of HR 60

Healthcare Head of Procurement 22
5 Real Estate Head of Marketing 7
6 Education Vice Principal 30
7 Education Principal & School Director 10
8 Education Preschool Principal 23
9 IT Unit Manager 23
10 Education Section and School Director 4
11 Recruitment Recruitment Manager 7
12 Production Technical Manager 10
13 Education Unit Manager Digitalization and Innovation 22
14 Recruitment Global Head of Digital Customer Engagement 17
15 Production Director Strategy & Development Production 7
16 Production Chief Operations Officer 7
17 Technical Distribution Customer Segment Manager 6
18 Recruitment Chief Executive Officer 11

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents

The participants in our study were responsible for managing teams ranging in size from 4 to
60 individuals. Including this variation allowed us to consider how factors such as
relationships, communication, and decision-making may shift depending on team size and
organizational context. While we did not set out to compare managers or evaluate the effects
of these differences, we assumed that the influence of Al could differ based on whether a
manager oversees a small, close-knit team or a larger, more complex structure. By capturing
this range, we aimed to gain a deeper and more nuanced understanding of how Al influences
managerial work.

10



Data collection

To explore the research question, a total of 18 interviews were conducted. The interviews
were semi-structured, meaning they followed a general guideline with a set of predetermined
questions, while allowing flexibility for follow-up and elaboration. Most of the questions
were open-ended, allowing respondents to answer in their own words and reflect on their
personal experiences (Silverman, 2022). Given the study’s aim to capture diverse descriptions
of how managers carry out their work in relation to Al, the semi-structured format was an
appropriate choice. It enabled participants to describe specific situations, routines, and
decisions from their own contexts. Moreover, since the respondents varied in background,
industry, and familiarity with Al this semi-structured format allowed each conversation to
evolve naturally, which was essential for capturing the diversity and nuance of managerial
work in relation to Al

The interview guide was structured around three main areas. Initially, respondents were asked
general background questions regarding their role and tenure within the company. These
questions provided insight into their job responsibilities as well as the company’s overall
goals and values. The second section of the interview focused on management, with an
emphasis on the participants’ relationships with their teams. An example of a question asked
in this section was: “How do you communicate with your team?”. This question was asked to
uncover how participants approach day-to-day managerial work, particularly in terms of
communication style, accessibility, and relational dynamics with their team members. The
final part of the interview addressed managers’ relation to Al. This section was intentionally
placed at the end to allow participants time to transition into reflective thinking (Silverman,
2022). Asking about Al too early in the conversation might have caught them off guard,
whereas discussing their management style and work experiences first probably helped them
feel more comfortable. Importantly, the Al-related questions did not refer to any specific
tools, allowing the respondents the freedom to interpret and discuss Al based on their own
understanding and experiences.

Each interview was conducted via Microsoft Teams, and the duration of the interviews
ranged from 40 minutes to 63 minutes. Although some respondents suggested conducting the
interviews in person, we clarified that a standardized digital approach was preferred to ensure
methodological consistency and reduce variability in interview conditions (Silverman, 2022).
While the digital format offered uniformity and allowed us to include participants from
different locations, it also came with certain limitations. These limitations included for
example difficulties in interpreting body language, reading the atmosphere of the
conversation and maintaining a natural flow without accidentally interrupting each other, as
well as technical issues such as unstable internet connections (Archibald et al., 2019). To
mitigate these risks, we ensured that the interviews were conducted in quiet, private settings
with a stable internet connection. All participants had their video on during the sessions to
support a more personal and engaging interaction. Additionally, prior to the interview, all
participants received a consent form detailing how their personal data would be collected and
outlining their right to withdraw consent at any time. This was done to ensure that
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participants felt comfortable and informed, as well as to create a sense of trust and safety
throughout the interview. Consent was confirmed either through a signed form or verbally at
the start of the interview. Moreover, during the interviews, one of the authors asked the
questions while the other took notes, which helped maintain structure and flow throughout
the session. This structure aimed to allow the interviewer to stay fully engaged in the
conversation, while the one could take notes of key insights, formulate follow-up questions
and ensure that no important details were overlooked during the discussion.

Data analysis

The process of analysing the collected data started with transcribing all the recorded
interviews. The transcription was done to ensure that we captured as many details from the
interviews as possible and to better understand how the participants expressed themselves in
relation to the topic. This step allowed us to stay close to the managers’ own words and
descriptions of practices. We acknowledge that our study captures managers’ stories and
self-reported experiences, which means the data reflect their descriptions of practice rather
than direct observations of managerial behavior. This is aligned with our qualitative,
interpretive approach.

After transcription, the data analysis proceeded with initial coding, which marked the starting
point of the Gioia method (Gioia, 2021). This method guided the entire process of analysis
through a systematic three step approach. The initial coding phase involved identifying
important codes in the transcript related to the influence of Al on managerial work. This was
done by going through the transcripts carefully, sentence by sentence, and highlighting parts
while asking the question: “What is this an example of?”. This stage was characterized by a
close reading of the material, with an emphasis on remaining close to the participants’ own
words and described experiences, without moving too quickly into interpretation or
abstraction. To ensure accuracy, the transcription and initial coding were done separately by
the two authors. One author first transcribed the interview, and the other one then coded that
transcript. In this way both authors engaged closely with each interview, which was
beneficial before moving on to the next stage of the data analysis.

Following initial coding, the Gioia method continued with three structured steps: formulating
first-order concepts, grouping these into second-order themes, and clustering them into
aggregated dimensions. This stage of the analysis was conducted collectively by both authors
to minimize the risk of differing interpretations and to ensure consistency in the development
of concepts and themes. First, the open codes from the initial coding phase were reviewed
and clear first-order concepts were formulated from recurring perspectives and experiences of
the managers. These concepts still closely reflected the participants’ own language. In the
second step, similar first-order concepts were grouped into broader second-order themes,
which are more analytical and theoretically grounded interpretations of the data. Guided by
the theoretical framework of materiality and the concepts of affordances and constraints
(Leonardi, 2011; Orlikowski, 2007), we identified second order themes that illustrate how
managers describe Al as shaping their work, either by enabling new possibilities
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(affordances) or creating new challenges or limitations (constraints) within core areas of
managerial work. Examples of such themes include “Al as a cognitive support” or “Managers
maintaining human connection”. Finally, these themes were then clustered into four broader
aggregated dimensions; Administrative Responsibilities, Communication, Team and
Relationship Building and Decision-Making. These dimensions represent key domains of
managerial work in which managers described Al as having a practical role or influence,
though to varying degrees. An overview of this thematic analysis following the Gioia method
is presented below in Table 2.

Aggregated
1st Order Concept 2nd Order Themes Dimension
Al supports administrative tasks o )
Al decreases stress Reducing administrative Administrative
Al enables faster processing of workload workload responsibilities
Al creates time for core leadership responsibilities
Al helps with formulation of written communication .

. . Strengthening message
Al supports visual and persuasive content f lation th h AL
Al used to calibrate and refine messaging ormuiation throug
Al-supported content is revised to ensure personal .
accountability . Communication

T . Balancing Al support
Al use is limited to preserve human value in .
o with personal

communication bili
Al outputs are critically reviewed and evaluated accountability
Al prompting is treated as a skill
Al can support people with special needs Al supporting individual
Al supports those who struggle with certain tasks differences
Managers build relationships by creating social Team anq
connection and shared experiences Relationship
Managers rely on in-person interaction to understand ~ Managers maintaining Building
emotional dynamics in the team human connection
Managers regularly visits team physically to maintain
relationships
Al helps managers get to decisions faster
Al helps reduce cognitive overload Al as cognitive support
Managers uses Al as a reflection partner ghitive supp
Al gives new perspectives on questions
Final decision-making remains human responsibility
Managers ensure Al-supported decisions reflect their Managers maintaining Decision-Making

responsibility and values
Al outputs are always reviewed and verified by
leaders

human responsibility

Al provides better decision-making materials
Al enables data-driven decisions
Al supports consequence thinking

Informed decision
inputs

Table 2. Overview of data analysis using Gioia (2021) method.
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Limitations and Ethical Reflections

When conducting qualitative research there are several ethical aspects to take into
consideration. First and foremost, we chose to keep all participants anonymous to protect
participants and increase the likelihood of more open, honest and transparent responses
(Vainio, 2013). According to Vainio (2013), anonymity is not only valuable for ethical
reasons but is also seen as a methodological asset that promotes analysis, independence and
increases the overall quality of the study. In addition, before participating, each respondent
was informed about the purpose of the study and how their reflections would be processed.
As mentioned earlier, participants were also asked to sign a consent form outlining what type
of information would be used and for what purpose. By clearly communicating the aim of the
study, participants were well informed and able to reflect in advance on their involvement
and what was expected of them. Furthermore, at the start of each interview, we also made
sure to present ourselves, explain the study’s purpose and walk through the interview
structure, in order to further strengthen transparency and build trust.

Methodological limitations relate to data collection, sampling and setting. Firstly, it would
have been ideal to conduct more interviews to further broaden the material. At the same time,
we prioritized that both researchers would participate in each interview to ensure consistency
of the interviews, as well as to create a better conversation flow and quality of the questions
asked. As a result, and since each interview lasted for a substantial amount of time, a
practical consequence was that we were limited in how many interviews we could conduct.
Furthermore, another limitation of the study is that the sample only included certain
industries, so the results do not reflect the entire labor market. However, the analysis showed
that the influence of Al on a manager’s role and work practices varied more between
individuals than between industries. No clear patterns emerged that could be directly linked
to specific industries. This suggests that a narrower industry focus, for example only
including participants from the education sector, would likely not have significantly affected
the findings of the study. The differences between participants were more closely tied to their
individual prior experience with Al, which could be considered a possible limitation in itself.

This further limitation concerns the fact that the participants’ experience and understanding
of Al varied. While all respondents had engaged with Al in some way, it was for some
managers still difficult to determine how they used it, in what capacity, or whether the
technologies they referred to actually qualified as Al. This is partly because Al has quickly
become an integral part of everyday digital tools, making it harder to distinguish the
technology as a separate element (Orlikowski, 2007; Orlikowski & Scott, 2008). Al does not
always appear as something clearly delimited but rather exists as a kind of embedded
phenomenon in the digital work landscape. At the same time, this uncertainty also
contributed to the study’s results. The uncertainty about what Al actually is and what it can
be used for was in itself a key factor behind why several managers had difficulty identifying a
clear purpose for using the technology in their daily work. This is therefore not only a
methodological limitation, but also part of the understanding of the phenomenon being
studied.

14



Empirical findings

By defining Al as an ambient phenomenon rather than referring to a specific tool, the
participants were able to freely reflect during the interviews on their own experiences and the
influence of Al on their managerial work. Based on the interviews with managers from
various sectors, it became evident that some industries have progressed further in integrating
Al into their operations. For example, the education sector appeared more hesitant and
slow-moving, while managers in the production industry spoke about Al in more technical
terms, often focusing on automation. In the recruitment sector, Al is already being tested for
the initial stages of the hiring process, such as screening candidates. However, it is important
to note that despite differences in industry, managers described remarkably similar ways of
working with Al

As explained in the method section, themes emerged naturally from the data. The aggregated
dimensions identified through the Gioia methodology (see Table 2), highlight the four main
areas of managerial work where managers describe Al to have an influence. However, it is
important to note that this influence is not equally distributed across the four dimensions,
instead Al affects each area in different ways and to varying extent. These four dimensions
and the related empirical findings are presented below. First, examples of how Al enables
managers to carry out administrative tasks are provided. Second, the role of Al in
communication and how managers describe its influence is analyzed. Third, the role of Al in
team and relationship building is explained. Finally, the influence of Al on decision-making
is discussed. In the following sections, the respondents will be referred to as R and their
respective number. An overview of all respondents, as well as more details about each
respondent can be found in Table 1.

Dimension of Administrative Responsibilities

Managers acknowledge that a large part of their everyday work is spent on administrative
tasks, including for example emails, scheduling, documentation, creating presentations,
reporting and follow-ups. Several managers describe administrative routines as necessary but
tiring and less meaningful, “not the most energizing” (R9). It is within this context that the
majority of managers view Al as particularly valuable for handling “boring” or “low-priority”
administrative work. As one manager puts it: “The human is lazy and born to take the way
that requires the least energy, so therefore many use Al tools, including myself” (RS).
Managers exemplify how they use generative Al tools, such as ChatGPT or Copilot, in their
daily work to perform administrative tasks, including to “summarize presentations” (R6),
“structure texts” (R1), “creating transcripts from meetings” (R14), “writing formal texts”
(R9) and so on. It is clear that Al plays a supportive role in this area, helping to reduce the
administrative workload for managers.

Al is considered to support managers through several different ways, all leading to the same

final outcome: saving time. By supporting repetitive and time-consuming tasks, Al can also
help reduce stress among managers. Moreover, this time-saving aspect allows for faster
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processing of workload and creates more space for focusing on core leadership
responsibilities. Al plays an important role in saving time for managers primarily in two
areas. The first area concerns access to information and information processing. Managers
highlight how AI can quickly provide access to relevant information, which enables faster
work processes. As a manager explains, Al enables managers to “get information quickly”
(R12). Al can also support when summarizing large amounts of text and data, which in turn
helps managers to reduce information overload and to focus on key aspects.

In addition to supporting information processing, Al can contribute to the generation of
materials. One important but time-consuming administrative task for managers is generating
written reports and documents in various forms. In this context, Al is increasingly described
as a supportive tool that can assist managers throughout primarily three different phases of
the writing process. Firstly, Al is used as “get-started support” (R5), helping managers come
up with ideas and move forward in the initial stages of writing. Managers highlight the
benefit of using Al tools like ChatGPT for idea-generation. One manager frames ChatGPT as
a “digital colleague” (R9) that can always be by your side and act as a sounding board.
Another manager describes it as a “conversation partner” (R10) that can give immediate
feedback if colleagues are not nearby.

Secondly, managers use Al as a practical tool to refine and finalize texts during the writing
process. In these cases, managers create their own drafts and then ask AI for help with
improving the language, structure and clarity of the text. Managers underline that they
themselves possess the core knowledge of what the content must include and often work from
certain templates. Therefore, some managers prefer to create the first draft themselves, but at
the same time, they see Al as a useful tool for refining phrasing and strengthening the final
formulation - a process that will be discussed further in the Dimension of Communication.
Thirdly, Al can also support the writing process by generating a complete first draft, which
managers then critically review and adjust. Several managers emphasize that Al does not
replace their thinking entirely but can provide a first version that they can develop, which in
turn helps managers complete writing tasks more efficiently. One manager stresses that “You
can’t just take the answer you get directly: Al misses details” (R12). Within this context,
managers emphasize the need to carefully control and verify material produced by Al
Particularly, the aspect of source criticism is highlighted and several managers express
awareness that Al’s outputs must be fact-checked.

To summarize, the empirical findings show that managers describe Al as a valuable support
in handling administrative responsibilities, which in turn creates more time for core
leadership responsibilities. Administrative work is often described as time-consuming and
something that takes focus away from the relational and strategic aspects of leadership. One
manager reflects on this:

Al helps me save time to focus more on the core tasks of being a manager, to be more
present and building relations. It reduces the administrative burden and lowers stress,
especially since that kind of work often spills over into my free time. - R7
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Thanks to Al, faster workflows become possible, allowing managers to dedicate more time to
what they describe as the “softer” yet central parts of leadership, such as building
relationships and setting strategic direction. These insights indicate that Al is primarily seen
as a time-saving and stress-reducing tool in the administrative area of managerial work.
Rather than replacing managerial competence, Al helps streamline routine work, enabling
managers to redirect their attention toward more value-creating leadership practices.

Dimension of Communication

Al can support the managers with their daily communication with both employees and other
stakeholders. However, managers stress that any type of communication that has been partly
created by Al, needs to be complemented with personal accountability. The main area where
Al can help managers with their communication is by strengthening their message
formulation, by for example “making presentations before meetings” (R7), “writing formal
texts” (R9) and “give alternatives on different formulations” (R10). Managers emphasize that
Al can help them save both time and energy by more easily creating these formal texts.
Managers explain that the formal language, which they must sometimes use when it comes to
written communication, might not always come as natural as the informal language.
Therefore, they tend to use generative Al tools like ChatGPT to formulate more formal
written messages such as “a summary of public inquiries” (R7) or “a report” (R15) that later
is being read by either the manager’s team or other stakeholders.

Managers also describe how they use Al to refine and calibrate their messages, meaning that
they use Al to make small adjustments or adjust a text to suit a specific context, as for
example a formal context. Furthermore, many managers emphasize their preference for
creating the first draft themselves, while accepting Al assistance to refine and enhance the
text’s clarity and impact. Some managers also use it to “translate the original text” (R3). They
explain that this greatly facilitates their daily work, offering two main reasons: the manager’s
team is often distributed across multiple countries, and at times, the aim is to reach a wider
customer base. One manager also raises the aspect of how their team can “adjust the tone a
bit so that it fits our company, and get more or less the same type of messaging each time*
(RS).

Moreover, Al can enhance the way managers create and deliver their messages by using
specific images and designs to better engage their team. Managers explain that this allows
them to highlight key points and clarify the core purpose of their communication. When time
is limited and the message is important, Al can assist in prioritizing content and structuring
the message to ensure it resonates and is clearly understood by the team. An example of how
Al supports managers within this area is to create PowerPoint presentations. As one manager
highlights, creating more visually appealing presentations can improve the possibility of
successfully “pitching certain ideas to the audience” (R11). Managers describe this use of
Al-assisted visual design as a practical way to enhance the strategic delivery of their message
and strengthen its impact.
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Although Al offers valuable support in formulating messages, many managers emphasize the
importance of being able to fully stand behind the communication they share. Several
managers describe a tension between the efficiency offered by Al and the need to maintain
personal authorship and accountability in communication. They stress that, at the end of the
day, they are responsible for what is communicated and must be able to justify and explain it.
As one manager put it, “I have a hard time accepting a text that is not produced by me” (R7)
and “I need to be able to explain the choices I’ve made” (R7). A manager describes its lack of
engagement with Al as a fear of “losing the craftsmanship” (R6) and the sense of ownership
and responsibility over what is produced. Managers express a strong desire for the
communication to reflect their own voice and intentions, though how much they rely on Al
also depends on the type of message being communicated. One manager raises why it is
important that the communication, in this case weekly information letters, are written solely
by the manager and not by Al:

It needs to be clear... If it’s not done right, it can create confusion. Sometimes when
information is sent out, it ends up raising more questions or causing more concerns,
for both guardians and colleagues. That’s why it is so important what [ write. - R2

This illustrates how AI’s role in communication remains limited when the task is closely tied
to the manager’s sense of connection to their work and responsibility for how messages are
received. Managers highlight the risk of feeling less connected to their work and experiencing
a lack of purpose if they are not personally responsible for the outcomes of their
communication. They emphasize the need to reach a balance in their use of Al, warning that
if it goes too far, it can cause a loss of human value in work. As a result, some managers
deliberately limit their use of Al in communication tasks where authenticity and personal
tone are seen as especially important. Furthermore, the aspect of critically reviewing and
refining the output from Al tools is emphasised. A lot of the managers stress that even though
Al can provide support when it comes to message formulation, they themselves need to have
a critical eye on the output. They highlight that they cannot just accept what is written by Al
without further exploration if the message generated is correct or suitable in that specific
case.

As Al becomes more integrated into managerial work, managers describe prompting as a new
skill they must actively develop to communicate effectively with Al tools. Managers
acknowledge that the quality of input given to generative Al tools, such as ChatGPT or
Copilot, will determine the usefulness of the output. They emphasize that in order to receive
relevant and accurate responses, the prompts provided to Al must be “clearly structured,
specific, and thoughtfully composed” (R17). Several managers reflect on the need to
approach Al as a collaborative tool that requires human direction and critical thinking. This
dynamic underscores the importance of prompting as a skill, where the clarity and intent of
the human input shape the effectiveness of the Al-generated communication.
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Dimension of Team and Relationship Building

The manager and Al together create a stronger, more cohesive team by contributing in two
complementary ways. Al supports individual differences within the team, while the manager
nurtures the human connections between team members, reinforcing the team spirit and unity.
Managers emphasize the importance of recognizing personal differences in how team
members prefer to communicate, stay motivated, and thrive at work. As one manager
highlights “Some already have this initial inner motivation, whilst some need more support”
(R15). Moreover, some individuals may prefer digital over in-person interactions but as one
manager noted, “before you know each other, physical meetings are better” (R17).

While managers observe and respond to these differences, they acknowledge that they cannot
always meet each team member’s unique needs. Sometimes the managers may not know how
to move forward with the identified need, and at other times, they may lack the skills to take
further action. Al can step in to fill these gaps. For instance, one manager shared how
generative Al supported an individual with ADHD: “There is a lot of noise... we’re very
good at thinking outside the box. But we can get that overwhelmed feeling” (R1). In this
case, Al can help filter information and organize thoughts, improving both performance and
well-being during work. Al also enhances accessibility for those with disabilities. One
respondent highlighted how transforming job ads into audio allows individuals with poor or
limited eyesight to fully engage: “Something happens when it becomes more accessible”
(R14). Managers themselves also benefit from Al, using it to adjust communication styles or
receive suggestions for motivating different team members. This, in turn, helps build stronger
interpersonal relationships between the manager and each team member. Taken together, Al
can enhance individual performance, which is crucial given that “a team is never stronger
than its weakest link” (R17).

Yet, despite its utility, Al cannot itself perceive emotional states or identify unique needs
amongst a team. Managers stress that while Al can support individualized growth, it is
ultimately their responsibility to maintain connection and cohesion within the team. While Al
can personalize support, managers emphasize that building genuine relationships requires
human presence and interaction. “Trust”, “authenticity”, and “transparency” (R2, R3, RS, RS,
R13), emphasized by many respondents, are central to strong teams, and are qualities that Al
cannot replicate. Several managers describe this balancing act as a core task of modern
management, namely to drive digital development without losing the human element. One of
them puts it clearly: “We all have to learn to live with Al. As a manager, it’s about relating to
it and getting people to use it, but also working much more with the human element” (R13).
The quote reflects how some managers view Al as a force that does not reduce their relational
responsibilities but rather intensifies them, requiring more conscious effort to sustain trust,
presence and emotional connection in daily work.

Managers emphasize that strong teams require clear and consistent communication,

particularly between the manager and their team. While Al can assist in some administrative
or analytical tasks, it does not enhance the kind of communication that builds trust and
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cohesion. Several managers stress that face-to-face interaction remains the most effective
form of communication for fostering team spirit and unity. As one manager puts it, “it is
impossible to know how the other person feels that day after turning off the camera” (R4),
highlighting the limitations of virtual or Al-mediated calls. Furthermore, managers stress that
Al lacks the sensitivity and intuition required to sustain authentic human connection and that
this is only something that can be achieved through human interaction.

To maintain emotional closeness, managers make deliberate efforts and choices to be
physically present, visiting teams regularly and working in “open landscapes” (R7) that
promote spontaneity and accessibility. This proximity enables managers to sense unspoken
tensions, build trust, and foster a sense of belonging. “We humans are herd animals” (R16),
and that social cohesion is vital for psychological safety and team unity. Several managers
also highlight the importance of everyday social practices, often referred to as “soft values”,
in creating a positive team environment and sustaining motivation. These include informal
moments and shared activities that help strengthen connection within the team. As one
manager puts it:

We work a lot with these soft values. It should be fun to arrive at work and it is
important that we create some happenings. It can be anything from grabbing a coffee
together to celebrating the holiday Lucia. - R3

These social practices are not described as peripheral or decorative, but as intentional
strategies for strengthening team cohesion, creating psychological safety and sustaining
motivation in everyday work life. Furthermore, managers see themselves as guides, who aim
to align the team behind a shared purpose. As clarified by one manager, “Not making them
do exactly what I want, but making us move towards the same direction by pointing out the
way” (R2). Managers emphasize that this kind of direction-setting remains a distinctly human
responsibility, and beyond what Al can support in their work.

Even the managers who speak most enthusiastically about Al and its potential to support their
work in various ways acknowledge that Al will always lack certain human qualities and can
never fully replace a manager or leader. As one manager puts it: “Even though Al can beat
humans in chess, we still pay money to watch humans play against another human, because
that is something else” (R14). This quote encapsulates the deeper truth that human
relationships are irreplaceable in team dynamics. Al may enhance how individuals function,
but only human managers can connect those individuals into a cohesive, purpose-driven
team. Taken together, the empirical accounts show how AI can help managers support
individuals more effectively but that the relational core of managing a team, including
building trust, presence and shared direction, remains a distinctly human task.

20



Dimension of Decision-Making

Al is positioned as a supportive tool in decision-making processes. A clear theme that
emerged was Al’s potential to provide the managers with better decision-making materials
before a decision is made. However, there is a strong shared understanding that the managers’
own judgement, intuition and ethical responsibility cannot be replaced by Al. Overall,
managers show a curiosity and optimism about Al’s potential to support decision-making
processes. At the same time, this openness is characterized by a strong sense of caution and
responsibility. While Al can help create better decision support and offer new perspectives,
the final decision must always be made by the human leader. Example of responses to the
specific question regarding AI’s influence on decision-making could be “Al can help analyze
information, but it is still me as the leader who has to make the decision” (R4), or like the
following:

If Al has affected [it], maybe not, not what I can think of like this in the first place. It
becomes a basis for a decision rather, that you get more information, but I would
never let it make a decision in itself. - R3

As mentioned, a recurring theme is AI’s potential to provide more comprehensive support in
the decision-making process. This influence on decision-making can be understood through
two main aspects. First, several managers highlight how Al contributes to more informed
decision-making by helping them gather and process information more efficiently. Managers
describe how Al can support the processing of large amounts of data and present key insights
quickly. This, in turn, enables them to make decisions faster. As one respondent noted: “I will
take the decision in the same way, but I can get there quicker thanks to AI” (R14). In addition
to Al being able to speed up decision-making processes, Al is also seen as a cognitive tool
that supports thinking and reflection. One manager framed the Al tool ChatGPT as a kind of
“digital colleague” (R9) that can help the respondent reflect and avoid hasty decisions. This
second aspect of Al’s role in decision-making is based on its potential to give new
perspectives and ways of thinking about the decision. As one respondent highlights: “We can
make [...] new decisions that Al enables, by providing us with information and data that we
did not have access to before.” (R15).

Furthermore, Al tools can provide managers with greater insights into the consequences of a
decision, both before and after the decision is made. The ability of Al to support this type of
consequence thinking is described by several managers as a particularly valuable function,
based on two main perspectives. First, it helps the manager develop a deeper understanding
of the decision and its potential impact, which in turn makes it easier for the manager to stand
behind the decision. Several managers emphasize the importance of being able to take full
ownership of their decisions and respond to potential resistance or questions. In this way, Al
can strengthen the manager’s own sense of accountability and preparedness. This sense of
ownership was described not only as practical, but also as a way to ensure that decisions align
with the manager’s own values and management principles. Second, the Al-supported
consequence analysis is seen as helpful in the implementation phase. When a manager has
already reflected on potential outcomes, it becomes easier to motivate the decision to others
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and prepare the team accordingly. Several managers underline the importance of being able to
explain the reasoning behind decisions, especially in sensitive or complex situations. This not
only builds trust but also supports smoother implementation and stronger engagement from
employees. As one respondent state:

I think that whenever you make a decision, you have to at least once think through
how it will be received and act accordingly. If it’s a sensitive issue, then you need to
prepare your team, explain the reasoning clearly. You can never justify a decision just
by saying ‘because I’'m the boss’, there always has to be an argument. - R7

Moreover, the majority of managers emphasize the importance of involving employees in the
decision-making process. By involving employees in the decision-making process the
manager can for example “create ownership” (R12), “empower employees” (R13),
“encourage autonomy” (R2) as well as “ease the implementation of the decision” (R12).
These codes, among others, indicate that when people feel included their willingness to
follow decisions increases, which in turn makes implementation easier. Inclusion in
decision-making is also seen as a way to build trust and shared responsibility, which in turn
motivates employees and fosters a more engaged and committed workforce. As one manager,
among others, puts it:

I’ve noticed that the best way to motivate and develop my employees is to involve
them. When they get to be part of the process, they feel a sense of ownership. That’s
something I work a lot with — involving colleagues in most decisions. And except for
certain decisions that I have to make myself, I almost always involve some
colleagues. For example during internal recruitments, I might meet the candidate once
and the second time there’s always a colleague present as well, so that we get a
second opinion and more perspectives. - R18

The above empirics indicate that while Al can support the decision-making process, it cannot
replace the manager. Decision-making remains a social and relational task that requires
human judgment, accountability and the ability to involve and motivate others. Al may
enhance efficiency and cognitive support, but it is the human leader who must own the
decision, justify it, and ensure its acceptance within the team. Ultimately, it is through human
interaction, trust-building, and contextual understanding that decisions gain legitimacy and
lead to meaningful outcomes. In this way, managers do not frame Al as a substitute for
leadership, but as a supportive complement to it.
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Analysis and Discussion

To answer the research question: How does Al influence the work of managers? the empirical
results will be analyzed based on the four dimensions that emerged inductively from the data
analysis. These dimensions, Administrative Responsibilities, Decision-Making,
Communication, Team and Relationship Building, reflect key areas of managerial work
where managers describe Al to have an influence. As several of the managers point out, we
are facing a technological shift where Al is becoming an increasingly integrated part of
working life (Pakarinen & Huising, 2023). Learning to live with and manage Al has become
a necessity, rather than a choice (Madanchian et al., 2024). It is a shift that cannot be ignored,
as confirmed both in previous research (Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025; Madanchian et al.,
2024; Pakarinen & Huising, 2023) and by the participants in this study. The following
analysis explores how AI’s influence can be understood through the lens of socio-material
theory (Leonardi, 2011, 2013; Orlikowski, 2007). Table 3 below presents an overview of how
Al, as a material artefact, affords and constraints managerial work across the four
dimensions. The role of Al is identified and labeled accordingly, with the aim of clarifying its

influence within each dimension.

Dimension of
managerial work

Affordances

Constraints

AD’s role in
managerial work

Automation of routine
tasks
Free up time for the core

Risk of over-reliance
Loss of human

Administrative . judgement Efficiency Driver
responsibilities of leadership Need for critical review - enables operational
Al as a “digital colleague” p
. e . to ensure factual and .
supporting idea generation relief
contextual accuracy
and document refinement
Operational
Al cannot carry ethical
Supports faster and more or relational
informed decision-making  responsibility Insight Generator
Decision- Offers new perspectives Final decisions must be .
. . - enhances reflective
Making and reflective prompts human-made .
Enhances consequence Over-reliance could decision support
analysis and transparency ~ weaken ownership or
employee involvement
Enhanced message Potential loss of p.ersonal
. tone and ownership
formulation and M feel .
translation anagers lee Message Assistant
L . S responsible for final .
Communication  Visual and linguistic content - refines managerial
tailoring Risk of homogenized or messaging
Cross-cultural and .
. . dehumanized
language inclusivity L
. communication
Relational
Pl AT ks o .
Team and neurodiversi 8o sensitivity and intuition Relat"_)n%‘l Bystander
X . liversity, Cannot build trust or - limited role,
Relationship accessibility) social cohesion . 1 f
Building Manager can use Al to occaslonal support for

adapt styles and
understand team dynamics

Risk of depersonalizing
relational management

individual needs

Table 3. Overview of the influence of AI on managerial work: affordances, constraints, & identified roles
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While the four dimensions represent distinct areas of managerial work, a pattern emerges in
how managers describe Al’s influence. Some dimensions are associated with task-oriented
aspects of the role, namely Administrative Responsibilities and Decision-Making, where Al
is seen as a productive and time-saving support. Other dimensions like Communication and
Team and Relationship Building relate more to the interpersonal, human-facing side of the
managerial work, where AI’s influence is experienced as more limited. These dimensions of
managerial work continue to be heavily dependent on human presence, trust and emotional
intelligence. This distinction between operational and relational dimensions provides an
analytical structure for understanding how Al influences different aspects of managerial
work.

While the following sections focus on key dimensions of managerial work, it is important to
first acknowledge how industry context shapes the use of Al (PwC, 2024). Having the
different waves of Al evolvement in mind (Cristofaro & Giardino, 2025), it becomes clear
that industries adopt and implement Al at different speeds. Interviews revealed that some
industries had come further in integrating Al than others. Still, managers across sectors
described similar uses of Al, suggesting that its influence on managerial work is more
consistent than expected. Regardless of organizational setting, AI was primarily used by
managers to reduce administrative workload, support communication, and inform
decision-making. This similarity in how managers use Al, despite working in different
industries, raises the question of whether it is less about the sector and its context itself and
more about the individual behind the role. As Leonardi (2011, 2013) argues, affordances and
constraints do not reside in the technology itself but emerge through the user’s interpretation,
shaped by their goals, knowledge, and prior experiences. In line with this, our findings
suggest that while industry context may influence the speed or scope of Al adoption, it is
ultimately the individual manager’s engagement with the technology that determines its role
in their work. Moreover, managers articulated a shared understanding of what constitutes
successful managerial work, consistently emphasizing trust, communication, and human
connection. This aligns with previous research suggesting that in an Al-augmented society, a
human-centric approach to management becomes increasingly important (Frick et al., 2021;
Madanchian et al., 2024; Peifer et al., 2022). These findings indicate that the integration of Al
into managerial work follows common patterns across sectors, and that the core principles of
what being a manager means remain largely stable despite contextual differences.

Operational Dimensions of Managerial Work

The analysis shows that Al has its most evident influence in the operational dimensions of
managerial work: Administrative Responsibilities and Decision-Making. Here, the
technology is described as a powerful support tool that enables efficiency improvements,
reduces cognitive workload and frees up time for core management tasks. In these areas, Al
does not appear as a substitute for management, but rather as a valuable support that
strengthens the managers’ capacity to act. At the same time as Al possesses the ability to
automate or facilitate certain administrative tasks or provide the manager with better decision
support, it is clear that the manager and the Al tools must work in interplay. This aligns with

24



Viskova-Robertson’s (2023) argument that the success of Al tools in organizations largely
depends on how well they are integrated with human practices, requiring a conscious and
adaptive interplay between humans and technology. There is a limited amount of trust in Al
and several managers emphasize that the outputs cannot be fully relied upon. Human
judgement remains essential for assessing the quality, accuracy and reliability of what Al
produces, which is in accordance with Faraj et al. (2018) that stresses the augmentative role
of Al, especially in the type of work requiring human judgement and contextual adaptation.

Al as an Efficiency Driver

From the interviews with managers across different industries, a clear pattern emerged: much
of the daily work of managers consists of various types of administrative tasks, which were
consistently described as time- and energy-consuming, yet important and unavoidable.
However, when analysing the respondents’ reflections, there is a clear desire for support from
Al when carrying out these tasks. For some managers who had already integrated Al tools
like ChatGPT into their daily work, the benefits were already apparent. Among those with a
more tentative or newly established relationship to Al, it was primarily within this area that
they saw the greatest potential for integration and in turn influence.

Within the dimension of Administrative Responsibilities, the analysis shows that Al affords
managers substantial support, primarily by reducing cognitive load and stress associated with
routine tasks. This relief creates a sense of increased control and efficiency in the
management role, as managers get help with time-consuming tasks such as documentation,
reporting and scheduling. This clearly positions Al as an Efficiency Driver in managerial
work. Managers describe Al as a helpful assistant that frees up mental capacity and enables
them to redirect focus toward core management activities, including more strategic and
relational aspects. This view of Al aligns with Faraj et al.’s (2018) perspective on
technological augmentation, where Al enhances human capabilities without replacing
managerial judgment or relational responsibilities. In this sense, Al supports managers in
navigating routine tasks while preserving space for more strategic or interpersonal aspects of
managerial work. Moreover, the human-like interaction afforded by tools such as ChatGPT
increases their appeal as accessible sources of quick input and feedback. This reflects
Cristofaro and Giardino’s (2025) view that we are now entering a phase in which Al’s
capacity for more human-like engagement is reshaping organizational practices, including the
way administrative work is approached and experienced.

However, these affordances are accompanied by several constraints. A key limitation lies in
the requirement for new skills related to, above all, prompting and source criticism. The
usefulness of generative Al tools like ChatGPT heavily depends on the quality and clarity of
the user’s input, which makes the outcome highly dependent on the manager’s ability to
formulate effective prompts. Furthermore, the outputs produced by Al demand careful
evaluation, as some managers point out that Al generated content may miss critical details or
lack contextual understanding. This, in turn, requires managers to remain actively engaged in
assessing and refining the results rather than passively accepting them. This raises a critical
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question: To what extent do these tools truly speed up managerial processes, if each output
must be thoroughly reviewed? While many managers describe Al as a solution for speeding
up processes, the need for human oversight may in some cases offset the time-saving
benefits. Additionally, acknowledging the human tendency to be lazy and seek cognitive
shortcuts, as noted by several respondents, combined with a decline in source critical
thinking, there is an increased risk of overreliance on Al. If managers begin to trust Al
outputs without questioning their quality or context, there is a risk that human judgement and
accountability may be compromised. In this way, the same features of Al that afford support
and efficiency within administrative tasks may also constrain learning, ownership, and
long-term competence if not used reflectively.

Al as an Insight Generator

When it comes to Decision-Making, the influence of Al appears less direct. In this area, the
affordances of Al are primarily related to its ability to provide more comprehensive decision
support, including consequence analysis, as well as to support cognitive processes by offering
alternative ways of reasoning. Al can act as a kind of predictive sounding board, helping
managers reflect and consider angels they might not have identified otherwise. By
strengthening the foundations upon which decisions are made, Al affords for decisions that
are both faster and more considered, perhaps even more strategic (Cristofaro & Giardino,
2025). In the interaction between managers and the technology, Al acts as an Insight
Generator, where the most prominent affordances are its ability to broaden thinking, generate
entirely new insights, and help avoid hasty or poorly thought through decisions.

At the same time, several constraints become evident in the empirical findings. A recurring
limitation highlighted by the managers is that Al lacks contextual knowledge and cannot
reason from a moral or ethical standpoint, which are qualities that are fundamental to human
judgement. In addition, several managers expressed concern that Al-generated outputs might
be seen as completely objective or even as the correct answer. This creates a risk that users,
especially those who do not think critically about the results, might follow Al suggestions
without questioning them. This false sense of certainty can be especially problematic in
complex or unclear situations where there is no single right answer. As Faraj et al. (2022)
note, while Al offers new possibilities for more data-driven control, it also brings new kinds
of uncertainty. This is partly because the technology is often seen as a black-box, where the
logic behind the decision is hard for people to understand, even for those who are supposed to
use its output. This complexity reinforces the managers’ insistence that ultimate
responsibility for decisions must rest with humans. Al as they rightly noted, is not a legal or
moral agent; it cannot be held accountable for the decision and the consequences of its
guidance. This is not merely an ethical concern but it also has tangible legal implications.
Onu et al. (2025) emphasize that organizations face increasing challenges related to legal
compliance when deploying Al, especially with regard to maintaining transparency, fairness,
and accountability. In this context, the managers’ emphasis on human responsibility serves as
a safeguard. By keeping decision-making authority, the managers ensure that liability and
judgment remain clearly within human control.
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Moreover, the managers highlighted that their role extends beyond simply making the final
decision. They are also responsible for implementing that decision, managing any resistance
it might generate, and dealing with its long-term consequences. This holistic view of
responsibility underscores the importance of human involvement not just in strategic
thinking, but also in the relational and operational aspects of decision-making. This
perspective aligns with Pakarinen and Huising’s (2023) argument that over-reliance on Al
risks undermining professional authority when it substitutes rather than supports expert
judgment. The managers in our study actively resisted such a shift. They emphasized the
importance of preserving a human-centered approach to decision-making, which is grounded
in contextual awareness, ethical reflection, and practical experience. This reinforced the
argument that, despite AI’s potential to provide decision support and enhance decision
quality, the final responsibility must remain human.

To sum up, the dimensions of Administrative Responsibilities and Decision-Making illustrate
how Al affords significant support in the manager’s daily operational work. While
administrative tasks are often described as time-consuming and boring, Al offers a way to
reduce this burden and free up time for more value creating activities. Similarly in
decision-making, Al acts as a tool for cognitive support that strengthens the quality of
decisions, but without replacing the manager’s judgement or ethical responsibility. These
findings highlight that within operational work, Al is not seen as a substitute for leadership
but rather as a complementary tool that improves efficiency, reflective thinking and
execution. However, the effectiveness of these affordances is closely linked to the manager’s
ability to interact with the technology in a critical way. This is consistent with Faraj et al.
(2018), who argue that Al does not replace human work, but changes how it is performed in
interaction with human routines. Our results show that Al becomes useful only when
managers integrate it with their own judgment and existing working methods.

Relational Dimensions of Managerial Work

From the interviews, a clear pattern emerged: a central part of what it means to be a manager,
and something many managers prioritize highly, is the ability to build trust and foster strong
relationships within the team. Although current developments in Al point toward increasingly
human-like interactions, as described by Cristofaro and Giardino (2025), the managers in this
study largely resist the idea that such qualities could make Al a replacement in the relational
aspects of their work. This is consistent with Vivek and Krupskyi’s (2024) argument that the
most valuable management in Al-augmented environments depends upon the integration of
Al with Emotional Intelligence (EI). The authors emphasize that technical efficiency alone is
insufficient and that managers must complement it with empathy, ethics, and emotional
insight to foster trust and engagement. These dual demands are clearly reflected in our data,
where managers describe relational work as deeply human and irreplaceable, particularly as
Al tools are increasingly able to mimic empathy and conversational tone. When Al starts to
sound personal or emotionally aware, it can create the impression of real understanding.
However, this is only an imitation, not true emotional presence. Being a manager and
managing a team is, to a large extent, about knowing your team, understanding each
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individual, sensing emotions and building trust among the team. Several managers stress that
these types of characteristics are especially important in a time when Al is becoming more
human-like, soft and empathetic. After all, we are human beings, and in the meeting point
between technology and humanity, it is the manager’s role to represent what is truly human.
These arguments from managers align with what Madanchian et al. (2024) argue, namely that
Al-driven environments require managers to be responsible and empathetic, balancing the
capabilities of technology with human values and emotional understanding.

Al as a Message Optimizer

Within the dimension of Communication, Al is primarily described as a tool that enhances
the manager’s ability to express messages clearly, formally and visually, therefore labeled as
a Message Optimizer. Managers highlight that Al can support the formulation of structured
and professional communication, which is especially valuable in citations that require a more
formal tone or in cross-cultural contexts. Several managers emphasized that this is very
useful in multilingual contexts, where Al can help translate and adapt the tone to reach both
team members and external stakeholders. Furthermore, Al helps managers to adapt messages
to different audiences, by ensuring that the content is aligned with the intended purpose. In
the dimension of Communication, Al functions both as a tool for automating discrete tasks
and as a facilitator of more human-like interaction, for example, by adapting language and
tone to suit specific recipients. According to Brown et al. (2020), Al is evolving from being a
purely functional tool to embodying more human-like capabilities. However, the extent to
which managers leverage these advanced features depends largely on individual usage
patterns. Our analysis shows that managers recognize both the task-based and human-like
dimensions of Al, reflecting the idea that a single technology can hold different meanings for
different users (Leonardi, 2011, 2013).

Alongside the above mentioned affordances, several important constraints can be identified
from the analysis of the empirical findings. One recurring concern is the potential loss of the
manager’s own authentic voice. While Al can refine and improve communication, it may also
diminish the personal tone, intent or emotional nuances that are central to building trust. This
creates a tension between streamlining and ownership of communication. These concerns
resonate with the findings of Peifer et al. (2022), who highlight the risk of disengagement and
depersonalization when managers become overly reliant on algorithmic logic. Together, these
insights point to the importance of balancing Al’s communicative capabilities with the need
to preserve human presence and authenticity in a manager’s communication.

Many managers express discomfort with sharing or distributing messages they did not fully
create themselves, which was also a common reason given by those who had not yet engaged
actively with Al tools in their communication practices. When analysing further, it can be
understood that this discomfort is related to a deeper concern about accountability, where
managers feel a strong need to be able to stand behind the messages. Additionally, some
managers raise concerns about a broader risk that increased reliance on Al in communication
can lead to reduced transparency and credibility, especially if team members or perhaps even
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stakeholders begin to suspect that messages are not written by the manager personally. Here,
the seemingly small shift in how a message is produced can have a broader impact on how
managerial authority, authenticity, and trust are perceived within teams and organizations.
This aligns with Pakarinen and Huising’s (2023) perspective that the influence of technology
may appear subtle at first, yet over time, it can have a profound impact as it becomes
embedded within organizational routines and professional relationships.

Concluded, Al affords new possibilities to communicate, however, at the same time it
challenges the traditional norms of a manager’s communication, where personal tone,
presence and responsibility play a crucial role in shaping how a message is received and
interpreted. These tensions highlight that communication is not only a technical process but
also a deeply relational and contextual practice. Despite the growing integration of Al, recent
studies emphasize that core human-centered competencies, such as interpersonal awareness,
adaptability, and emotional intelligence remain vital to management in the age of Al (Frick et
al., 2021; Madanchian et al., 2024; Peifer et al., 2022). These findings suggest that rather than
replacing human communicative qualities, Al should be viewed as augmenting them, while
also requiring managers to navigate new forms of responsibility and relational dynamics.

Al as a Relational Bystander

The dimension where Al is described to have the least influence on managers, and where the
constraints are significantly more prominent than the affordances is in the area of Team and
Relationship Building. Within this area, Al is seen as offering some valuable support by
helping managers to better respond to individual needs within the teams. Several managers
describe how Al can suggest ways to motivate specific individuals or provide structure and
clarity for employees with neurodiverse conditions. In this way, Al can help managers to
strengthen their teams through Al personalized support and contribute to greater inclusivity
and accessibility. This development reflects what Cristofaro and Giardino (2025) describe as
the fifth wave of Al in which intelligent systems are designed to collaborate with humans
and augment their capacities.

Despite these potential benefits, managers consistently emphasize that Al has limited
capacity to replace the human dimensions of managerial work, therefore referred to as a
Relational Bystander. Emotional Intelligence, intuition and the ability to sense unspoken
tensions or moods are seen as essential qualities that cannot be replaced by technology like
Al This is in alignment with research conducted by Vivek and Krupsky (2024) who stress
that managers must aim to reach a balance between Al and EI in their managerial work.
Managers describe how trust, cohesion, and psychological safety are built through physical
presence, shared experiences, and informal interactions, which all are elements that are truly
human and relational. Moreover, there is a risk that relying too much on Al might result in
communication or feedback being filtered through a technical medium, which could weaken
the emotional connection between manager and team. In line with Jeong et al. (2024) and
Koponen et al. (2023), several managers emphasized the importance of actively working on
trust and relationships to counteract how Al’s objective facade can undermine psychological
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safety within teams. As many managers highlighted, building relationships is very much
rooted in authenticity, transparency and mutual presence, none of which can be fully achieved
through Al This is supported by Frick et al. (2021) and Peifer et al. (2022), who emphasize
that technical efficiency can never replace the relational components that build trust, such as
emotional presence, responsiveness, and personal contact. Al may assist in supporting
individual needs, but it cannot replace the human qualities that form the foundation of trust
and cohesion within teams.

In sum, based on the analysis it is clear that while Al can be viewed as a useful tool in
supporting certain aspects of the relational dimensions of managerial work, such as
facilitating communication and responding to individual needs, its overall influence in this
area remains limited. Rather than replacing the relational work of managers, Al highlights its
importance. As Al becomes more integrated into managerial settings, the need for a human
centered approach grounded in empathy, emotional intelligence, and personal accountability
becomes even more critical. Managers are not just decision makers or information
processors; they are connectors, sense makers, and trust builders. In the face of increasingly
intelligent technologies, it is the human manager who remains responsible for ensuring that
the relational foundation of work is not only preserved but actively nurtured.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

A central choice of delimitation in the study is that we only examined the managers’
descriptions of practices and experiences with Al. The study is therefore based on managers’
own stories and interpretations of how Al influences their work as managers. This means that
we get a clear insight into how managers themselves experience and describe changes in their
professional role but also that other perspectives such as employees’ experiences are missing.
For future research it would therefore be valuable to also include employees, or the Al tools
themselves as participants in the study. By broadening the perspective, one can get a more
comprehensive picture of how Al affects managers and their daily work. In this way, one
could deepen the understanding of the phenomenon that in this study is primarily reflected
through the eyes of managers. Additionally, since experiences are subjective, drawing clear
conclusions can be challenging. In our case, with 18 respondents, the sample provides
valuable insights, though a larger group might offer even more robust findings.

Another possible direction for future research is to conduct observations of managers’
everyday work with Al rather than relying solely on semi-structured interviews. By studying
how Al is actually used in practice, both in real time and in specific contexts, one can capture
things that are not always articulated in interview situations. At the same time, we want to
emphasize that management is not only expressed in actions but also in how managers talk
about their mission and their relationship with others.
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Conclusion

In light of the increasing presence and complexity of Al in organizational life, the aim of this
study was to examine how managers describe the influence of Al on their work and to
identify the roles AI takes on within managerial work. Al is no longer just a tool but a
socio-technical phenomenon (Viskova-Robertson, 2023; Weger & Yeazitzis, 2023) that
shapes and is shaped by the everyday actions of those who work with it (Leonardi, 2011,
2013). By adopting a materiality perspective, this study has viewed Al as an active and
relational component in the work of managers. Its influence is shaped through continuous
interaction with human actors within specific organizational settings (Leonardi, 2011;
Orlikowski, 2007). This approach has enabled a deeper understanding of how Al affords and
constrains managerial work, depending on how it is interpreted and enacted in practice by the
managers. Put differently, AI’s influence is not only shaped by its technical abilities but also
by how managers choose to engage with it (Leonardi 2011, 2013; Orlikowski, 2007). A
manager’s openness to using Al, together with the surrounding social and organizational
context, plays an important role in how much Al becomes part of managerial work. While Al
has the potential to transform organizational practices, its actual influence still depends on the
structures and people involved.

The findings of this study confirm that AI is beginning to reshape certain aspects of
managerial work. The influence of Al is strongest within the operational areas of
management. Managers experience Al to be most useful for administrative tasks, where it
functions as an Efficiency Driver, a kind of “digital colleague” that streamlines routine work
and frees up time. This allows managers to focus more on what they see as the core of being a
manager: developing individuals, supporting teams, and being present for their employees.
Whereas, in decision-making processes, Al acts as an Insight Generator and cognitive support
that can provide new perspectives, whilst the manager still has full responsibility for the
ethical and relational consequences of decisions. Regarding the more relational and human
aspects of managerial work, the influence of Al is experienced as limited. Within the
dimension of Communication, Al takes on the role as a Message Optimizer, helping with
language, structure and adaptation. However, the managers express concerns about losing
authenticity and the personal tone. In the dimension of Team and Relationship Building, Al is
seen as having a very limited influence and instead taking on the role as a Relational
Bystander. What emerges clearly from the interviews is that core relational practices like
building trust, sensing emotions, creating psychological safety, and being authentically
present are deeply human tasks that Al cannot replicate.

In conclusion, the influence of Al in managerial work is not fixed or automatic. It depends on
how managers use it, how they understand its role, and how they take responsibility for its
outcomes. Al does not replace managers. Instead, it changes how management is carried out
and creates opportunities for more thoughtful, strategic, and human-centered management.
The true value of Al is not just in doing tasks faster but in how it is used to support and
improve human work. The main challenge is not simply to use Al but to use it in ways that
protect and strengthen the core of what management really means.
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To better understand this gradual shift in managerial contexts and the evolving role of Al in
managerial work, adopting a socio-technical lens becomes essential (Makarius et al., 2020).
In other words, a perspective that considers not only the capabilities and limitations of the
technology itself but also the cultural, structural, and relational dynamics that shape its use
(Makarius et al., 2020). While this study highlights common patterns in how managers
experience Al’s influence, it also points to the complexity of these experiences. It is likely
that a combination of factors, such as industry norms, organizational culture, national context,
and individual management style, interact to shape how Al is understood and experienced.
Future research could therefore explore which of these factors exerts the strongest influence.
For instance, are managers in certain cultural or organizational settings more inclined to
delegate decision-making to Al, or more skeptical of its use in relational work?

Additionally, this study focused on four core dimensions of managerial work that emerged
from the empirical data. However, managerial work is a multifaceted and evolving domain.
Future studies could expand the scope by examining other areas potentially influenced by Al,
such as conflict management, strategic planning, or innovation work. This would contribute
to a more comprehensive understanding of how Al intersects with managers in practice, and
what this means for the evolving role of the manager.
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