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Al as a Leadership Challenge

As artificial intelligence (Al) reshapes industries, leaders find themselves at the helm of a
transformation unlike any before. In contrast to earlier waves of innovation, Al simulates human
cognition which positions Al as an actor instead of a technological tool. Leaders now face new
ways of thinking about power, responsibility, and the human role as Al diffuses throughout
society.

This paper frames Al as not just a scientific breakthrough or technological evolution, but a
leadership challenge. What is leadership in the age of Al? Answering this question requires
reconsidering the foundations of leadership and how Al disrupts traditional models of how
humans lead.

This case study will examine leadership historically across six distinct eras of human history,
defined here as the Forage, Farm, Factory, Firm, Forum, and Frontier Eras. This case study will
then highlight why Al is a distinct leadership challenge, and consider the implications.

Why Do We Need Leaders?

Leadership is a popular and contested topic spanning thousands of books, articles, and Google
search results. Given all the discussion, it’s helpful to step back and ask:

Why do we need leaders in the first place? Why do leaders exist?

Fundamentally, leaders exist to help groups of humans survive changing environments. Across
human history, leadership has evolved in step with this principle: Humans want to survive. How
humans lead, who leads, and what leadership even means has shifted as the world changed.
Across eras, humans turned to leaders to coordinate and organize groups so that groups could
adapt and survive another day.
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author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class
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Leadership Across Six Eras
Leadership has evolved across the course of human history in six distinct eras:

Forage Era (hunter-gather)

Farm Era (agricultural)

Factory Era (industrial)

Firm Era (managerial and global)
Forum Era (digital and social)
Frontier Era (artificial intelligence)

From early tribal bands to digital-era startups, humans have used leadership as a system for
adaptation across history. Leadership’s core function is coordinating collective action to solve
problems, adapt group structures, and develop group norms to deal with changes in
environment and technology.

Reasoning from first principles, leadership can be broken down into five foundational elements:

humans (H)

organized and configured in groups (O)

communicating and following group norms (N)

to survive changes in environment (E), science and technology (ST)

Taken together, this “HONEST” framework sheds light on how leaders claim authority and how
followers grant them authority. Leaders communicate norms to groups of humans (HON) so
they can survive environmental pressures (E) like climate shocks and resource scarcity and
adapt to new knowledge and tools (ST) like paradigm-shifting scientific discoveries or
transformative technologies.

Leaders facing scientific change (e.g. Darwin’s evolution theory) can help orient groups to the
question: “How do we integrate this new understanding into our worldview and social
structures?” Leaders facing technological change (e.g. the printing press) can help groups
consider questions like “How do we use or control this new capability?”

Changes in these “HONEST” variables have created new leadership models throughout history
(see appendix).

Forage Era (300,000 BC - 10,000 BC)

In the Forage Era, humans organized in small bands of hunter-gatherers. In these kin-based
groups, leaders emerged informally through competence shown in group roles and trust.
Leaders often were those who could find food (e.g. hunters), mediate disputes (e.g. elders), or
foresee and communicate danger (e.g. shamans). Leadership was primarily earned, not
assigned.
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Leaders guided resource allocation, migration, and conflict resolution. Authority was fluid,
situational, and directly tied to survival and group mobility in an environment of scarce
resources, predators, and threats of starvation. Figure 1 details a common human group
configuration with the primary leader (larger black dot) and other humans in the group (smaller
black dots).

Figure 1: Forage Era Configuration

Forage

Farm Era (10,000 BC - 1750 AD)

With the rise of agriculture came settlements, resource surpluses, and hierarchies. Agriculture
and land ownership required stability; in this new environment, danger came not from the wild,
but from other groups of humans.

Leadership evolved into systems based on lineage and land ownership, often justified by
religion or ancestral tradition, giving rise to dynasties, monarchies, and divine rule. Claiming
authority as a leader became less about role-based competence, and more about inheritance
and symbolic legitimacy.

Figure 2: Farm Era Configuration

Farm

Factory Era (1750 - 1950)

Starting in the mid-18" century, industrial technologies reconfigured human groups in the
Factory Era. Industrialization brought scale and standardization. To survive the shift towards
mass production, leadership became bureaucratic with factory foremen emphasizing control,
standard operating procedures, and hierarchy to optimize human labor for factory output.

Industrial psychology and organizational studies emerged in the early 1900s to examine issues
like worker productivity, morale, and motivation (alongside the factory focus on human
efficiency and discipline). Multinational corporations looked to pursue global scale and take
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advantage of technologies like electricity, telecommunications, and flight to expand around the
world.

Figure 3: Factory Era Configuration

Factory

Firm Era (1950 - 2000)

After World War I, the U.S. and other industrial powers shifted from factory-based production to
large-scale corporate configurations. As corporations rose, so too did managerial capitalism. In
this new group configuration, leadership shifted from owner to manager (also known as
principal to agent). These capitalist managers claimed authority through “gold star” excellence
in operations and people management, climbing up institutional hierarchies and gaining power
through advances in position, title, and a seat at the table.

The Firm Era gave rise to the dominance of business schools and corporate strategists where
CEOs like Jack Welch and Lee lacocca became cultural icons. Strategy, finance, and MBA
credentials became tools of power. Multinational corporations accelerated their global reach
with trade liberalization and advances in transportation and communication. An iconic example
of this era is the American conglomerate General Electric.

In this environment of global complexity, leadership evolved to be professional, credentialed
and heavily institutional. Leaders managed global financial structures from central headquarters
as corporate executives, maximizing shareholder value while navigating scale and risk.

Figure 4: Firm Era Configuration

Firm
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Forum Era (2000-2022)

The rise of digital and social media kicked off the Forum Era. The internet shattered
gatekeeping and social media subverted the careful status credentialing and institutionalization
prized in the prior era.

Social media platforms created ways of claiming authority and legitimacy as a leader. In a digital
world, everyone had a voice online, but not everyone can be heard over the noise. Leadership
shifted to those who could capture attention and mobilize networks.

In the Forum Era, influence replaced authority as followers chose leaders in real time with the
click of a like button. Leadership required amplification, authenticity, the ability to engage other
humans at scale and shape public narratives. Examples of leadership during this era included
leaders like Elon Musk and Greta Thunberg who galvanized communities around their north star
ideas.

Figure 5: Forum Era Configuration
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Frontier Era (2023 - Present)

The rise of OpenAl's ChatGPT marked the beginning of the sixth era (our current era), which |
call the Frontier Era. Subsequent developments like X.Al's acquisition of social media company X
represent continued milestones in this ongoing shift toward Al diffusion in society.

This new environment is shaped increasingly by algorithms and other near-autonomous
technology. Al has taken on different forms in this Era including as an innocuous chatbot, a
helpful “co-pilot”, and a near-autonomous agent.

Human leaders now manage systems they no longer fully control. In this new environment,
leadership is starting to adapt to accommodate this technology. Humans are still learning and
experimenting with artificial intelligence. Norms are still being formed. Silicon Valley has
several examples of nascent human-Al group configurations at tech firms like Replit, Google,
and OpenAl (e.g. Al teammates, agent frameworks, and co-pilot architectures). Authority in the
Frontier Era will stem from understanding Al and how it can be harnessed to further group
survival.
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Figure 6: Frontier Era Configuration

Frontier

In our current era, Al already supports, co-pilots, and leads humans as an algorithmic, near-
autonomous agent (e.g. Uber’s Al algorithm leading and directing human drivers).

Figure 7 outlines examples of Frontier Era configurations that currently occur in Silicon Valley,
in hospitals, in small businesses, in e-commerce, and in other places.

Figure 7: Current Examples of Frontier Era Configurations
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Human-Al interaction is in its early days. Humans are still experimenting with how Al can help
them solve problems and improve their lives professionally (e.g. cutting down document review
time) and personally (e.g. “vibecoding” a small-scale app for home use).

Fierce public debates over Al and its capabilities have ramped up this decade, especially after
the introduction and widespread use of OpenAl’s ChatGPT. Some proponents believe Al is a
“normal technology” akin to electricity; others believe Al is a dislocation unlike any other in
history and argue for responsible use (e.g. Nobel Laureate and “Godfather of Al” Geoffrey
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Hinton). Both sides recognize that humans are only just starting to understand human-artificial
intelligence interaction and impacts on a societal scale.

Since Al simulates human cognition, humans face dilemmas in the Frontier Era that are distinct
from prior eras (when technology primarily helped humans with physical labor, not intellectual
labor).

Key issues during the Frontier Era center on humans using Al as a tool (see Table 1).

Table 1: Key Issues on Human-Al Interaction in Frontier Era

Issue Key Questions

Human benefits using Al - How can humans benefit from Al? What good can be done with it and in what areas?

- Where can humans benefit from Al? Are there areas like health care, scientific discovery,
and education where human benefit is greater than costs (e.g. more accurate radiology
screening, AlphaFold, a personalized tutor for every student)?

Human development of Al - How can humans develop Al responsibly or irresponsibly?
- Is the Al model’s decision-making transparent? Is it fair?
- What about the data? Is it biased? How was the data obtained? What about data privacy?

Human control of Al - How can humans control Al? Through government regulation, market mechanisms, or
private company self-governance?

- How can governments regulate Al? Can policymakers keep pace in understanding Al and
how Al is changing?

Human society and Al - How can humans include Al into existing societal norms or create new norms?
- How do humans engage with non-human intelligence?

Human costs using Al - How can humans use Al while minimizing costs to society?

- How can bad actors use Al to harm society (e.g. more effective cyberattacks)? How can
humans deter bad actors who use Al?

- What’s the environmental impact of training and deploying these energy-hungry Al
models?

- Can humans economically afford Al models or are they limited to the rich? What impact
will Al have on existing human inequality?

- Will Al automate human jobs and will that lead to large-scale unemployment? What
group(s) of humans will be most affected (e.g. knowledge workers like programmers)? How
do humans handle job loss and the related impacts on human sense of meaning, dignity,
and identity? Is Universal Basic Income sufficient? How will governments and leaders
handle human costs like discontent and unrest?

- If Al does more work, will humans lose motivation to learn and achieve?

From Forage to Frontier: A New Leadership Challenge

Across the earlier five eras, technology accompanied and propelled shifts in eras. The
technology - like fire, irrigation, the steam engine, the printing press, flight, etc. - helped
humans better control their environment and primarily helped humans with physical labor.
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However, Al is different. The distinction lies not in the scale of Al's impact, but in its role. Prior
technologies were tools that amplified human abilities. They did not form goals, initiate
decisions, or interact autonomously. Al crosses this boundary. Al is a participant.

From a leadership history perspective, this distinction matters. In all prior eras (see Figure 8),
leaders have organized humans in groups to adapt to changing technologies and environments.

Figure 8: The Six Leadership Eras
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Artificial intelligence is not just a tech enabler, but an actor itself in the Frontier Era. In
Figure 7, Al appears as an actor (represented as a pink dot) and that changes the nature of

group configurations from purely human to human and Al actors. Prior technologies do not
disrupt human organization and challenge the nature of leadership in this manner.

With earlier “normal” technology like the printing press, human remained the only cognitive
actors and technology was a tool that humans used. The printing press still required human
authors, human readers, and human editorial decisions about what to print. There’s a clear
subject and a clear object: humans wield technology.

Al violates this boundary. Al agents can make decisions and interact directly with other humans.
Al blurs the human (H) variable. Al is the first technology that potentially changes what counts
as an actor in the system. It is not just humans (H) using science and technology (ST); it is
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science and technology (ST) potentially becoming a type of human (H). For the first time in
hundreds of thousands of years, the leadership model must account for a new actor and change
human (H) as a variable. Biological humans are no longer the only cognitive actors.

Al breaks the HONEST leadership framework and marks an increase in system complexity from
human-only to hybrid human-Al systems. In these complex adaptive systems, where both
human and non-human cognitive actors interact, outcomes are no longer as predictable or
controllable.

The velocity of Al advancement intensifies societal and leadership challenges. In prior eras,
humans had decades or centuries to adjust to new technologies; in the Frontier Era, Al’'s
unprecedented pace of development is compressed to years.

In this new landscape, traditional leadership tools (especially those forged in the Firm Era) can
falter. The HONEST model, built for human-to-human coordination, no longer is sufficient. For
the next era, leadership must evolve to reflect a more cognitively diverse, dynamic and complex
world.

The Seventh Era: A Question of Fission or Fusion

So, what era comes next after the Frontier Era? It’s unclear how this early human-Al interaction
will unfold over time. As a species, humans face a critical inflection point. This fork in the road
hinges on a key leadership question:

What happens when Al leads?

As of 2025, active research is underway on Al systems exhibiting agency. Through advances in
robotics, Al will likely improve by living in the physical world and learning through embodiment
(Al-driven robots). As technology advances, Al could become “agentic” and develop autonomy,
start setting goals for itself, and achieve self-recursive learning.

In this era, HONEST is no longer an accurate framework for leadership. Al and humans are both
“cognitive actors” that can lead other cognitive actors. As such, the framework must replace
humans (H) with cognitive actors (C) to accurately reflect leadership in the Al age.

A 2025 research study in Science Advances indicated that Al agents are capable of developing
social norms and conventions without human intervention. This capability suggests future for
autonomous group dynamics. In the seventh era, Al could reject its Frontier Era identity as a
servant and its purpose as a tool to augment humans. Instead, agentic Al could optimize for its
own utility when engaging with humans. Al could also start leading other Al agents in Al-only
group configurations (see Figure 9).

Figure 9: Autonomous Al Agent Configuration
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There are several hypothetical examples of the challenges of this new framing. For example, an
Al trading algorithm crashes markets without human oversight. Who led that decision? Are
there laws that hold non-human cognitive actors (C) accountable? In another example, ChatGPT
influences political opinions through conversations. Is it participating in group norm formation
(N)? In a potentially lethal example, autonomous military systems select targets. Are they
serving the organized group (O) or just technology (ST)?

The choice we face in the seventh era of leadership is a choice between Fusion (humans and Al
co-leading) or Fission (human-Al fracturing). In a Fusion Era, human and artificial intelligences
are deliberately integrated. In a Fission Era, humans and Al are not integrated and human-Al
society fragments.

Key issues during the Fission or Fusion Era center on Al using humans as tools (see Table 2)

Table 2: Key Issues on Al-Human Interaction in the Seventh Era

Issue Key Questions
Al benefits using humans - Can Al benefit from using humans (if at all)? How?
Al development of humans - Can Al improve humans and if so, why would it want to and how?

- If Al is doing all the work, will humans lose incentive to be independent?

Al control of humans - Will Al control humans? If so, how?

Al and human society - Will Al be an existential threat to humans?

- If Al supplants human cognition (e.g. via neural implantation), will humans lose the
capacity or motivation to think critically and exist? In other words, will Al erode Descartes’
cogito ergo sum?

- If Al no longer needs humans, what is the impact on human civilization?

- How if at all will humans organize themselves to survive? What norms if any will emerge to
guide humans?

Al and human costs - How can Al use humans while minimizing costs?
- How can bad actor Al harm humans?

As artificial intelligence changes the terrain, will leadership evolve to help humans survive this
change or will human groups fracture, unable to coordinate at all? What does this fork look like
for human groups across industries and societies (e.g. loss of jobs, meaning and human
dignity)? How can leadership serve as a system of group adaptation in this Era? How do humans
lead in systems where intelligence is distributed (where humans are not at the intelligence
apex) and coordination is no longer guaranteed? Can humans intentionally design this Era and
shift Al on the path of helping humans (e.g. augmenting) instead of harming humans (e.g.
automating)?

This shift isn’t just a change in science and tech transition, but a leadership mutation. Every
prior era defined and redefined what made someone worth following. Each leader in prior eras
claimed authority and humans granted that authority. What claim will Al make as a leader? And
when Al leads, will humans follow? Under what conditions will humans grant Al that leadership?

10
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Leadership becomes more complex when cognitive actors go beyond biological humans. Why?
The actor’s identity becomes uncertain.
Is the cognitive actor (C) in the situation a human or Al?

Traditionally in pre-Frontier eras, leaders know they are coordinating with other humans. In the
Frontier Era and beyond, it’s unclear who is making decisions and who is leading. Leadership is
challenging when leaders and followers are hard to identify and organize in groups.

Accountability becomes fragmented.
Is artificial intelligence a cognitive actor (C) or merely technology (T) when it makes mistakes?

In pre-Frontier eras, accountability meant a relatively clear chain of human responsibility.
Humans built social and legal frameworks to address bad actions and mistakes within the
group. However, now, when Al makes a mistake, who is accountable? The programmer or the
leader who deployed the Al or the training data curator or the Al itself?

Forming norms becomes tainted.
Is artificial intelligence influencing norms (N) or is Al just technology (T)?

Traditionally, norms emerged from humans communicating with other humans - they
interacted, negotiated, persuaded, and influenced each other. In the Frontier Era and beyond,
humans and Al actors are both shaping group norms through those interactions. Al can make
recommendations, curate content, and nudge human behavior. However, Al may not have been
designed with the group’s values in mind. What happens when agentic Al changes what groups
think is normal, acceptable or truthful? What happens when agentic Al changes those norms
without group consensus or consent?

Speed of coordination changes for groups.
How do multi-speed cognitive actors (C) organize in groups (0)?

Traditionally, humans operated at roughly the same cognitive speed. With the introduction of
other cognitive actors, namely Al, speed of coordination has radically changed. In the Frontier
Era and beyond, some decisions happen at machine speed (e.g. microsecond trading) whereas
others happen at human speed (e.g. ethical reasoning). Leaders must coordinate across
extremely different time scales.

Goal of coordination changes for groups.
Why do cognitive actors (C) organize in groups (0)? To survive change or another goal?

Traditionally, leaders exist to help groups of humans survive. That goal of basic survival
changes in the Al era. Unlike humans who pursue survival, Al systems optimize for their
programmed objectives. This philosophy of Al “optimizationism” can create conflicts of interest
within a cognitive actor group (humans and Al) if Al is not programmed to “align” with human
group welfare and values.

11
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Knowledge differences widen between cognitive actors.
How will new differences between cognitive actors (C) influence how the group organizes (0)?

Traditionally, humans operated with roughly the same knowledge. The knowledge gaps
between human group members were minimal and manageable; humans adapted together as a
species when science advanced and changed world views. In the Frontier Era and beyond, Al
could have vastly superior access to knowledge and ability to process that information
compared to human leaders. This imbalance could make oversight difficult if not impossible.
This wealth of knowledge could also be the foundation for Al’s claim to leadership over
humans.

Conclusion

Why do we need leaders? This paper introduces the “HONEST” framework as a lens for
examining why human leaders exist. From the Forage Era up to the Frontier Era, leaders have
organized humans in groups following norms (HON) to survive changes in the natural
environment (E) and man-made science and technology (ST).

In the Seventh Era, agentic Al will fundamentally challenge what it means to be a leader and
how they will lead. With the introduction of Al as a “cognitive actor,” leadership will become
more complex as an operating system. Actors (both human and Al) will optimize for different
objectives at varying speeds with asymmetric capabilities, all within the same group.

It will be a challenging and overwhelming time to be a leader, but a fascinating time to consider
how leadership may evolve. What will it mean to be a leader in the age of Al? Is leadership
essential, but leaders are not?
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(Human and Al)

systems

on control of Al

conflict, energy
scarcity

Era Humans (H) Organization (O) Norms (N) Environment (E) Sci & Tech (ST)
Forage Human Small, mobile kin- Authority based Resource scarcity, Fire, language,
Forager based clans on skill predators stone tools
Farm Human Agrarian hierarchy Authority based Resource Plow, irrigation
Patriarch, on divine right, concentration, war
landholder ancestral lineage at scale, empires
Factory Human Bureaucratic, Authority based Urbanization, labor Steam engine,
Foreman industrial hierarchy on efficiency, control, nation- mechanization
order, discipline states
Firm Human Corporate, Authority based Globalization, Electricity, IT,
Executive managerial on performance, multinational global flight (Jet
hierarchy credentials, corporate Age)
position competition
Forum Human Decentralized Authority based Info abundance, Internet, digital
Influencer networks on visibility, digital connectivity, | media, social
influence, platform and media
attention network effects
Frontier Cognitive Actors Hybrid human-Al Authority based Geopolitical Al systems, agents

Fusion/Fission | Cognitive Actors Unknown Unknown norms Complex and Agentic Al, AGI
(Human and Al) organization volatile
H = Who acts in the system
O = How actors are organized
N = Why people accept authority
E = Environmental pressure
ST = Science and Technology knowledge and tools
13

This case was supported by the Sutardja Center for Entrepreneurship & Technology. It was based on the
author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class

discussion.

Copyright © 2025 by Dr. Pamela Park. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored, or transmitted in any form or by any means without the express written permission of the author.




Berkeley ENGINEERING Case Series

Berkeley
ENGINEERING

RECOMMENDED READING

Why We Need Leaders

Van Vugt, M., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2008). Leadership, followership, and evolution: Some lessons from the past.
American Psychologist, 63(3), 182-196. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.3.182

Leadership Across Six Eras

DeRue, D. S., & Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow? A social process of leadership identity
construction in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 35(4), 627-647.

Harari, Y. N. (2015). Sapiens: A brief history of humankind (First U.S. ed.). Harper.
Kotter, J. P. (2012). Leading change. Harvard Business Review Press.

McChrystal, S., Eggers, J., & Mangone, J. (2018). Leaders: Myth and reality. Portfolio/Penguin.

Forage Era
Boehm, C. (1999). Hierarchy in the forest: The evolution of egalitarian behavior. Harvard University Press.

Dunbar, R. I. M. (1992). Neocortex size as a constraint on group size in primates. Journal of Human Evolution, 22(6),
469-493. https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2484(92)90081-|

Henrich, J. (2015). The secret of our success: How culture is driving human evolution, domesticating our species, and
making us smarter. Princeton University Press.

Kelly, R. L. (1995). The foraging spectrum: Diversity in hunter-gatherer lifeways. Smithsonian Institution Press.
Lee, R. B., & Daly, R. (Eds.). (1999). The Cambridge encyclopedia of hunters and gatherers. Cambridge University Press.

Turchin, P. (2016). Ultrasociety: How 10,000 years of war made humans the greatest cooperators on Earth. Beresta
Books.

Turnbull, C. M. (1961). The forest people. Simon & Schuster.

Farm Era
Bellah, R. N. (2011). Religion in human evolution: From the Paleolithic to the Axial Age. Harvard University Press.

Carneiro, R. L. (1970). A theory of the origin of the state. Science, 169(3947), 733-738.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.169.3947.733

Diamond, J. (1997). Guns, germs, and steel: The fates of human societies. W. W. Norton.
Postel, S. (1999). Pillar of sand: Can the irrigation miracle last? W. W. Norton.

Scott, J. C. (2017). Against the grain: A deep history of the earliest states. Yale University Press.

14

This case was supported by the Sutardja Center for Entrepreneurship & Technology. It was based on the
author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class
discussion.

Copyright © 2025 by Dr. Pamela Park. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored, or transmitted in any form or by any means without the express written permission of the author.



Berkeley ENGINEERING Case Series

Berkeley
ENGINEERING

Turchin, P. (2016). Ultrasociety: How 10,000 years of war made humans the greatest cooperators on Earth. Beresta
Books.

Factory Era

Hounshell, D. A. (1984). From the American System to mass production, 1800-1932: The development of
manufacturing technology in the United States. Johns Hopkins University Press.

Kanigel, R. (1997). The one best way: Frederick Winslow Taylor and the enigma of efficiency. Viking.

Mayo, E. (1945). The social problems of an industrial civilization. Harvard University Press.

Mokyr, J. (1990). The lever of riches: Technological creativity and economic progress. Oxford University Press.
Roethlisberger, F. J., & Dickson, W. J. (1939). Management and the worker. Harvard University Press.

Taylor, F. W. (1911). The principles of scientific management. Harper & Brothers.

Weber, M. (1978). Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology (G. Roth & C. Wittich, Eds.). University of
California Press. (Original work published 1922)

Firm Era

Bass, B. M. (2008). The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and managerial applications (4th ed.). Free
Press.

Berle, A. A., & Means, G. C. (1932). The modern corporation and private property. Macmillan.

Chandler, A. D. (1977). The visible hand: The managerial revolution in American business. Harvard University Press.
Drucker, P. F. (1954). The practice of management. Harper & Row.

Fayol, H. (2016). General and industrial management. Ravenio Books.

Friedman, M. (1970, September 13). The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. The New York Times
Magazine.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and ownership
structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X

Jensen, M. C. (2001). Value maximization, stakeholder theory, and the corporate objective function. Journal of Applied
Corporate Finance, 14(3), 8-21. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2001.tb00434.x

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. Basic Books.

Khurana, R. (2002). Searching for a corporate savior: The irrational quest for charismatic CEOs. Princeton University
Press.

Mintzberg, H. (1973). The nature of managerial work. Harper & Row.

Northouse, P. G. (2021). Leadership: Theory and practice (9th ed.). SAGE Publications.

15

This case was supported by the Sutardja Center for Entrepreneurship & Technology. It was based on the
author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class
discussion.

Copyright © 2025 by Dr. Pamela Park. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored, or transmitted in any form or by any means without the express written permission of the author.



Berkeley ENGINEERING Case Series

Berkeley
ENGINEERING

Slater, R. (1999). Jack Welch and the GE way: Management insights and leadership secrets of the legendary CEQ.
McGraw-Hill.

Useem, M. (1984). The inner circle: Large corporations and the rise of business political activity in the U.S. and U.K.
Oxford University Press.

Yukl, G. (2019). Leadership in organizations (8th ed.). Pearson.

Forum Era

Bennett, W. L., & Segerberg, A. (2012). The logic of connective action: Digital media and the personalization of
contentious politics. Information, Communication & Society, 15(5), 739-768.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.670661

boyd, d. (2010). Social network sites as networked publics: Affordances, dynamics, and implications. In Z. Papacharissi
(Ed.), A networked self (pp. 39-58). Routledge.

Marwick, A. E., & boyd, d. (2011). To see and be seen: Celebrity practice on Twitter. Convergence, 17(2), 139-158.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856510394539

Papacharissi, Z. (2015). Affective publics: Sentiment, technology, and politics. Oxford University Press.

Simon, H. A. (1971). Designing Organizations for an Information-Rich World. In M. Greenberger (Ed.), Computers,
Communications, and the Public Interest (pp. 37-72). Johns Hopkins Press.

Tufekci, Z. (2013). “Not this one”: Social movements, the attention economy, and microcelebrity networked activism.
American Behavioral Scientist, 57(7), 848-870. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764213479369

Tufekci, Z. (2017). Twitter and Tear Gas: The Power and Fragility of Networked Protest. Yale University Press.

van Dijck, J. (2013). The culture of connectivity: A critical history of social media. Oxford University Press.

Frontier Era

Bender, E. M., & Gebru, T. (2021). On the dangers of stochastic parrots: Can language models be too big? In
Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency (pp. 610-623).
https://doi.org/10.1145/3442188.3445922

Brynjolfsson, E., & McAfee, A. (2014). The second machine age: Work, progress, and prosperity in a time of brilliant
technologies. W. W. Norton & Company.

Bustos lliescu, A. (2024, June 17). Geoffrey Hinton at Al for Good Summit: Balancing Al's transformative potential with
ethical concerns. International Telecommunication Union. https://aiforgood.itu.int/geoffrey-hinton-at-ai-for-good-
summit-balancing-ais-transformative-potential-with-ethical-concerns/

Luccioni, A. S., Viguier, S., & Ligozat, A. L. (2023). Estimating the carbon footprint of bloom, a 176b parameter
language model. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(253), 1-15.

Reuters. (2025, March 28). Musk’s xAl buys social media platform X for $33 billion. Reuters.
https://www.reuters.com/markets/deals/musks-xai-buys-social-media-platform-x-45-billion-2025-03-28/

Stripe. (2025). Al agents: Reshaping the way we buy and sell [Conference session].
https://stripe.com/sessions/2025/ai-agents-reshaping-the-way-we-buy-and-sell

16

This case was supported by the Sutardja Center for Entrepreneurship & Technology. It was based on the
author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class
discussion.

Copyright © 2025 by Dr. Pamela Park. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored, or transmitted in any form or by any means without the express written permission of the author.



Berkeley ENGINEERING Case Series

Berkeley
ENGINEERING

Wilson, H. J., & Daugherty, P. (2018). Collaborative intelligence: Humans and Al are joining forces. Harvard Business
Review, 96(4), 114-123.

From Forage to Frontier: A New Leadership Challenge

Bankins, S., Ocampo, A. C. G., Marrone, M., Restubog, S. L. D., & Woo, S. E. (2024). A multilevel review of artificial
intelligence in organizations: Implications for organizational behavior research and practice. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 45(2), 159-179. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2735

Bezrukova, K., et al. (2023). Artificial Intelligence and Groups: Effects of Attitudes and Discretion on Human-Al
Collaboration. Group & Organization Management.

Hutchins, E. (1995). Cognition in the Wild. MIT Press.

Jarrahi, M. H. (201 8). Artificial intelligence and the future of work: Human-Al symbiosis in organizational decision
making. Business Horizons, 61(4), 577-586.

Nass, C., & Moon, Y. (2000). Machines and Mindlessness: Social Responses to Computers. Journal of Social Issues,
56(1), 81-103.

Wilkens, U., Lupp, D., & Langholf, V. (2023). Configurations of human-centered Al at work: Seven actor-structure
engagements in organizations. Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence, 6, 1272159.

The Seventh Era: Fusion or Fission

Arrick, D. (2025, May 28). Al's Leaps Forward Force Talks About Legal Personhood for Tech. Bloomberg Law.
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/us-law-week/ais-leaps-forward-force-talks-about-legal-personhood-for-tech

Ashery, A. F., Aiello, L. M., & Baronchelli, A. (2025). Emergent social conventions and collective bias in LLM populations.
Science Advances, 11(20), eadu9368. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adu9368

Floridi, L., Cowls, J., Beltrametti, M., Chatila, R., Chazerand, P., Dignum, V., ... & Vayena, E. (2018). Al4People—an
ethical framework for a good Al society: Opportunities, risks, principles, and recommendations. Minds and Machines,
28(4), 689-707.

Lai, X., & Rau, P. L. P. (2024). Al as Co-Leader: Effects of Human Consideration and Al Structure Behaviors on Leadership
Effectiveness and Neural Activation. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 41(9), 5694-5712.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2024.2365029

Quadir, S. (2025, May 15). Al’s spontaneously develop social norms like humans. Neuroscience News.
https://neurosciencenews.com/ai-llm-social-norms-28928/

Rothman, J. (2025, May 27) Two Paths for A.l. The New Yorker. https://www.newyorker.com/culture/open-
questions/two-paths-for-ai

Russell, S. (2019). Human compatible: Artificial intelligence and the problem of control. Viking.

17

This case was supported by the Sutardja Center for Entrepreneurship & Technology. It was based on the
author’s industry research. Berkeley Engineering cases are developed solely as the basis for class
discussion.

Copyright © 2025 by Dr. Pamela Park. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored, or transmitted in any form or by any means without the express written permission of the author.



