
Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

1 

 

 

 

 

RUDYCT ACADEMIC SERIES 2026 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 

AS A STRATEGIC PARTNER 

BEYOND AUTOMATION 

Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD 

www.rudyct.com/cv.pdf 

A Comprehensive Academic Article 

29 July 2026 

 

https://www.rudyct.com/cv.pdf


Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

2 

 



Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

3 

 

Abstract 

Artificial intelligence is frequently introduced into organizations as an instrument of automation: a means of 

reducing labor, accelerating transactions, standardizing routine decisions, and lowering operating costs. 

Although these benefits are important, an automation-centered interpretation captures only a small part of 

AI's strategic significance. The more consequential transformation occurs when AI becomes a partner in 

sensing environmental change, framing strategic problems, generating alternatives, testing assumptions, 

orchestrating knowledge, personalizing stakeholder engagement, and accelerating organizational learning. 

This article develops a comprehensive view of AI as a strategic partner while preserving the distinction between 

machine capability and human responsibility. It integrates the resource-based view, dynamic capabilities, 

organizational learning, human-AI collaboration, innovation management, and responsible AI governance. The 

article argues that sustainable value does not arise from access to a model alone. It emerges from a system of 

complementary assets: proprietary and legitimate data, domain knowledge, redesigned workflows, leadership 

judgment, employee capability, institutional trust, evaluation routines, and accountable governance. Evidence 

from recent field and laboratory studies indicates that generative AI can improve productivity and quality in 

many knowledge tasks, especially for less experienced workers, but performance remains uneven across tasks 

and may deteriorate when users cross the technology's "jagged frontier." Accordingly, organizations need 

calibrated reliance rather than either blind enthusiasm or blanket rejection. The article proposes an AI Strategic 

Partnership Framework, a maturity model, a portfolio logic for selecting use cases, governance principles, and 

performance indicators. It concludes that AI should neither replace strategy nor be confined to the back office. 

Properly designed, it can enlarge managerial cognition and institutional adaptability, while humans remain 

responsible for purpose, values, legitimacy, and consequential decisions. 

Keywords 

Artificial intelligence; strategic partnership; augmentation; automation; dynamic capabilities; human-AI 

collaboration; competitive advantage; organizational learning; generative AI; responsible AI; digital 

transformation; strategic management. 

Scope and Approach 

This article is a conceptual and integrative management analysis rather than a report of a single empirical study. 

It synthesizes established theories of strategy and organization with recent evidence on generative AI and 

human-AI collaboration. The analysis gives particular attention to research with experimental, field, review, or 

governance relevance, while recognizing that technologies and regulatory arrangements continue to evolve. 
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The objective is to develop a durable managerial framework that does not depend on the performance claims 

of any one model or vendor. 

The article uses "AI" as an umbrella term covering predictive machine learning, generative models, retrieval-

enabled systems, and bounded agents. These technologies differ substantially. Whenever a claim is specific to 

generative AI or agentic systems, the distinction is stated. The term "organization" includes private firms, public 

institutions, universities, healthcare providers, and mission-driven organizations, although risk and 

accountability requirements vary by sector. 

Examples throughout the article are illustrative constructions designed to clarify managerial implications. They 

should not be interpreted as evidence that every organization should implement the described system. Actual 

adoption requires context-specific evaluation, stakeholder participation, legal review, and technical validation. 

This qualification is central to the strategic-partner thesis: an AI use case is justified by its fit with purpose, 

evidence, and governability, not by technological possibility alone. 

The discussion also distinguishes three analytical levels. At the task level, AI affects speed, quality, and error. 

At the organizational level, it affects roles, knowledge, routines, capabilities, and power. At the institutional 

level, it affects trust, rights, regulation, and the distribution of value. A complete strategy must connect all 

three. Local productivity is strategically meaningful only when it contributes to sustainable organizational and 

stakeholder outcomes. 

1. Introduction: From an Efficiency Tool to a Strategic Institution 

Artificial intelligence has entered management through a familiar doorway. Organizations first justify it 

with a business case based on speed, scale, accuracy, standardization, or cost. A bank deploys a model to 

detect suspicious transactions; a manufacturer predicts equipment failure; a retailer recommends 

products; a hospital automates portions of documentation; and a university introduces a conversational 

assistant to answer repetitive student questions. Each application may create real value. Yet the 

underlying managerial narrative remains narrow: AI performs an existing task faster or more cheaply. In 

this narrative, the organization is stable, the task is already understood, the desired output is known, and 

technology is evaluated mainly by operational efficiency. 

Strategy begins where those assumptions become uncertain. Strategic work concerns the interpretation 

of weak signals, the construction of plausible futures, the allocation of scarce resources under ambiguity, 

the design of distinctive value propositions, and the renewal of organizational capabilities. It also concerns 

questions that have no purely technical answer: What should the organization become? Which 

stakeholders deserve priority? What risks are acceptable? Which opportunities are consistent with 

institutional identity? Which efficiencies would destroy trust or weaken long-term competence? If AI is 

used only after these questions have been settled, it remains an execution tool. If it participates in the 
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disciplined exploration of these questions, while human leaders retain accountability, it begins to function 

as a strategic partner. 

The expression "strategic partner" must be used carefully. Contemporary AI does not possess moral 

agency, fiduciary responsibility, lived organizational experience, or an independent commitment to a 

firm's mission. It can generate persuasive language without understanding consequences in the human 

sense. It can identify statistical regularities while reproducing historical bias. It can simulate viewpoints 

without being a stakeholder. Calling AI a partner is therefore an organizational design metaphor, not a 

declaration that the machine is equivalent to a human colleague. The metaphor is useful when it changes 

managerial behavior in four ways. First, managers involve AI earlier in the cycle of inquiry, not only at the 

final stage of execution. Second, they design reciprocal workflows in which humans and machines 

challenge, complement, and check one another. Third, they invest in shared context, feedback, and 

institutional memory. Fourth, they govern AI as a consequential participant in work rather than as a 

neutral software utility. 

The distinction matters because evidence on AI-enabled work is both promising and conditional. Noy and 

Zhang (2023) found that generative AI improved speed and quality in a set of professional writing tasks. 

Brynjolfsson, Li, and Raymond (2025) reported substantial productivity gains among customer-support 

agents, with particularly large benefits for less experienced workers, suggesting that AI can diffuse 

elements of expert practice. Dell'Acqua et al. (2026), however, demonstrated a "jagged technological 

frontier": consultants using AI performed better on tasks inside the model's capability boundary, but users 

could perform worse when they relied on it for tasks outside that boundary. Doshi and Hauser (2024) 

likewise showed that generative AI could raise individual creative performance while reducing the 

collective diversity of outputs. The strategic lesson is not that AI is uniformly superior or unreliable. It is 

that value depends on matching tasks, capabilities, users, and controls. 

This conditionality explains why similar technologies produce very different organizational outcomes. One 

firm purchases a sophisticated platform and obtains scattered productivity improvements. Another uses 

comparable technology to alter decision cycles, develop new services, strengthen learning, and 

reconfigure an ecosystem. The difference rarely lies in model access alone. General-purpose models are 

widely available, and their capabilities diffuse quickly. Advantage comes from complementary resources 

and routines: high-quality proprietary data; domain-specific evaluation; access to tacit knowledge; 

process integration; employee participation; a portfolio of experiments; architectural flexibility; and 

governance that creates justified trust. Mikalef and Gupta (2021) conceptualize AI capability as a 

multidimensional organizational capability rather than a stand-alone technical asset. Krakowski, Luger, 

and Raisch (2023) similarly show that AI can change the sources of competitive advantage, including the 

relative value of human and machine capabilities. 
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An organization that treats AI as a strategic partner therefore asks different questions. It does not begin 

with, "Where can we remove people?" It begins with, "Where are our decisions slow, fragmented, poorly 

informed, or unable to learn?" It asks which uncertainties could be explored through simulation, which 

knowledge is trapped in silos, which stakeholders experience avoidable friction, and which emerging 

patterns escape conventional reporting. It also asks where human discretion is indispensable, where 

errors are reversible, where explanations are required, and where automation could create unacceptable 

harm. 

The strategic-partner perspective does not reject automation. Automation remains a legitimate 

component of digital transformation, especially for repetitive, rule-governed, high-volume processes. The 

argument is that automation should be nested within a broader theory of organizational value. A process 

may be automated to release time for relationship building, problem solving, experimentation, or 

professional judgment. Conversely, automating a poorly designed process can accelerate dysfunction, 

institutionalize obsolete assumptions, or eliminate learning opportunities. The critical managerial 

question is not whether a machine can perform a task, but how the distribution of tasks between humans 

and machines affects performance, resilience, capability development, dignity, and legitimacy over time. 

This article develops that argument across the full architecture of the organization. It first distinguishes 

automation, augmentation, and strategic partnership. It then connects AI to dynamic capabilities, 

competitive advantage, strategic decision-making, knowledge creation, innovation, functional 

transformation, leadership, governance, and value measurement. It proposes an AI Strategic Partnership 

Framework built around seven interdependent layers: strategic intent; a value and risk portfolio; data and 

knowledge foundations; a human-AI operating model; technology and integration architecture; 

responsible governance; and continuous learning and measurement. The framework is intentionally 

sociotechnical. It rejects the idea that strategic transformation can be purchased as a software license, 

while also rejecting the view that technology is merely peripheral to strategy. 

The central thesis is straightforward: AI becomes strategically significant when it expands an 

organization's capacity to sense, interpret, decide, learn, coordinate, and renew. Those capacities arise 

from a partnership architecture in which machine scale and pattern recognition complement human 

purpose, contextual judgment, ethical responsibility, and social intelligence. The organization that builds 

such an architecture may gain more than efficiency. It may acquire a new capacity for adaptation. 
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2. Three Organizational Logics: Automation, Augmentation, and 

Partnership 

The managerial debate often presents automation and augmentation as mutually exclusive choices. 

Automation replaces human performance of a task, while augmentation helps a person perform it. In 

practice, the boundary is fluid. Raisch and Krakowski (2021) describe an automation-augmentation 

paradox: automation can create new needs for human judgment, while augmentation may generate 

knowledge that enables later automation. A customer-service copilot, for example, may first suggest 

responses to agents. As interaction patterns become codified, some routine conversations can be resolved 

autonomously. At the same time, human agents inherit a more complex portfolio of exceptional, 

emotional, and ambiguous cases. The organization has not simply reduced labor; it has changed the 

content of work and the distribution of expertise. 

2.1 Automation as task substitution 

Automation is most appropriate when tasks have stable inputs, explicit rules, observable outcomes, 

sufficient data, and tolerable consequences of failure. Examples include invoice matching, document 

classification, demand forecasting, basic scheduling, quality inspection, and the extraction of structured 

information from standardized forms. In such settings, organizations can calculate throughput, cycle time, 

error rates, and unit costs. Automation creates value through consistency and scale. 

Nevertheless, the unit of analysis must be the work system rather than the isolated task. A model that 

reduces the time required to review a claim may increase the number of disputed claims if its decision 

logic is poorly aligned with policy or customer expectations. A recruiting model may screen applications 

efficiently while amplifying historical exclusion. A hospital documentation tool may save physician time 

but introduce subtle factual errors. Automation can move costs and risks downstream, making local 

efficiency a misleading indicator of enterprise value. 

Task decomposition is therefore essential. Managers should distinguish routine from exceptional cases, 

prediction from judgment, recommendation from authorization, and reversible from irreversible 

outcomes. They should identify handoff points and exception pathways before deployment. The aim is 

not to prevent automation but to ensure that the organization understands what is being automated, 

what remains human, and how the two parts interact. 

2.2 Augmentation as capability extension 

Augmentation begins from complementarity. AI may search more alternatives, summarize more 

documents, detect weak patterns, retrieve precedents, translate across languages, simulate scenarios, or 
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draft candidate outputs. Humans contribute domain context, causal reasoning, moral judgment, empathy, 

political awareness, and responsibility. Jarrahi (2018) describes this relationship as human-AI symbiosis in 

organizational decision-making. The promise lies not in asking which actor is generally superior, but in 

designing combinations that outperform either actor alone. 

An augmented financial analyst does not merely produce the same report faster. The analyst can examine 

more scenarios, question anomalies, and spend additional time explaining implications to decision 

makers. An augmented teacher can generate differentiated examples but must evaluate conceptual 

accuracy and pedagogical fit. An augmented physician can access patterns across large bodies of evidence 

but retains responsibility for diagnosis, patient communication, and contextualized care. Augmentation 

changes the quality and scope of professional attention. 

The risk is superficial augmentation, in which the human becomes a ceremonial approver. If workloads 

are intensified, time for verification disappears, and performance systems reward agreement with the 

machine, nominal oversight becomes meaningless. Automation bias may cause users to accept 

recommendations even when contradictory evidence is available. Conversely, algorithm aversion may 

cause users to reject useful advice after observing a single error. Effective augmentation requires 

calibrated trust: users must understand the system's strengths, limitations, evidence, and uncertainty well 

enough to rely on it selectively. 

2.3 Strategic partnership as reciprocal organizational learning 

Strategic partnership extends beyond assistance with individual tasks. AI participates across a recurring 

cycle of sensing, framing, exploring, deciding, executing, monitoring, and learning. It becomes connected 

to organizational memory and receives feedback from outcomes. Humans do not simply consume 

outputs; they teach the system through curated knowledge, corrections, evaluations, and redesigned 

processes. The relationship is reciprocal at the organizational level even if the underlying model does not 

"learn" from every interaction in real time. 

Consider a consumer-goods company facing changes in tastes, regulation, and distribution. An 

automation system might optimize replenishment. An augmentation system might help brand managers 

analyze customer feedback and draft campaigns. A strategic-partner architecture links market signals, 

retailer data, social listening, scientific research, regulatory developments, and internal experiments. It 

helps teams generate alternative product concepts, identify assumptions, simulate responses, and 

compare actual results with prior expectations. Human leaders interpret trade-offs, choose the portfolio, 

engage stakeholders, and decide which brand promises should not be compromised. AI supports not one 

task but an institutional capability for strategic inquiry. 
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Partnership has five defining characteristics. First, it is longitudinal: the system contributes before, during, 

and after a decision. Second, it is contextual: models are grounded in legitimate organizational knowledge 

rather than used as generic oracles. Third, it is dialogical: outputs are interrogated, compared, and revised. 

Fourth, it is accountable: decision rights and escalation pathways remain explicit. Fifth, it is 

developmental: the arrangement improves the capabilities of both the work system and its human 

participants. 

These characteristics create a continuum rather than a binary classification. The same application may 

occupy different positions in different organizations. A forecasting model used to populate a monthly 

report is an analytical tool. The same model, embedded in a cross-functional scenario process and linked 

to investment rules, may become part of a strategic partnership. Technology does not determine the 

category; organizational design does. 

2.4 A practical test 

Leaders can diagnose the prevailing logic by asking four questions. Does AI merely execute a predefined 

instruction, or does it help frame the problem? Is it used at one point in a workflow, or across an evidence-

and-learning cycle? Are people evaluated mainly on compliance with AI outputs, or on the quality of their 

reasoning and outcomes? Does the deployment accumulate distinctive organizational knowledge, or does 

it remain a generic service available to every competitor? 

If the answers emphasize predefined tasks, isolated use, compliance, and generic capability, the 

organization is still operating primarily within an automation logic. If AI expands inquiry, supports 

recurring learning, rewards critical judgment, and builds distinctive knowledge assets, it is moving toward 

strategic partnership. The purpose of the distinction is not to rank every use case. Many valuable 

applications should remain simple automation. It is to prevent executives from mistaking a collection of 

efficient tools for a transformed strategic capability. 

3. Conceptual Foundations: Why Strategy Requires a Sociotechnical 

View 

AI strategy is sometimes reduced to a choice among vendors, models, and infrastructure. That reduction 

is understandable because the technical landscape is visible and rapidly changing. Yet strategic value is 

produced by a system in which technology, people, data, processes, incentives, structures, and 

institutions interact. A sociotechnical view treats these elements as jointly determining performance. A 

powerful model placed inside an incoherent work system may amplify inconsistency; a modest model 

embedded in a well-designed learning process may create durable value. 
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3.1 Resource-based logic and complementary assets 

The resource-based view asks why some firms obtain superior performance from resources that others 

cannot readily imitate or substitute. AI foundation models alone are increasingly commoditized. 

Competitors can access comparable interfaces, open-source models, cloud services, and consulting 

expertise. Sustainable differentiation therefore depends on complementary assets. These include 

proprietary data gathered with stakeholder consent; accumulated domain knowledge; trusted customer 

relationships; integrated processes; specialized evaluation sets; employee expertise; distribution 

channels; and governance credibility. 

Mikalef and Gupta (2021) show that AI capability comprises tangible resources, human skills, and 

intangible organizational resources. The strategic unit is not "the algorithm" but the capacity to mobilize 

a portfolio of resources. A logistics firm may use a widely available forecasting model, yet outperform 

because it possesses detailed network data, local operational knowledge, disciplined exception 

management, and long-standing supplier coordination. A university may use a general language model, 

yet create distinctive educational value by grounding it in an institution's curriculum, assessment 

philosophy, scholarly standards, and student-support practices. 

Complementarity also explains why AI investment may initially produce disappointing returns. Technology 

can be deployed faster than roles, incentives, or information architecture can be redesigned. Benefits 

remain latent until complementary changes occur. This resembles earlier waves of information 

technology, in which productivity gains depended on organizational redesign rather than hardware 

acquisition alone. AI intensifies the requirement because model outputs are probabilistic, context-

dependent, and often embedded in knowledge work. 

3.2 Dynamic capabilities and strategic renewal 

Ordinary capabilities enable an organization to perform current activities reliably. Dynamic capabilities 

enable it to renew what it does as environments change. Teece (2007) organizes dynamic capabilities 

around sensing opportunities and threats, seizing opportunities through commitments and business 

models, and transforming or reconfiguring assets. AI can contribute to each dimension. 

For sensing, AI can scan diverse information, identify anomalies, map emerging themes, and monitor 

changes at a scale that exceeds unaided managerial attention. For seizing, it can generate strategic 

alternatives, model scenarios, estimate resource implications, and accelerate experiments. For 

transforming, it can help document processes, reveal interdependencies, personalize learning, and 

support the redesign of roles and systems. Yet AI does not automatically produce a dynamic capability. Its 

outputs must enter routines through which the organization attends, interprets, commits, and learns. 
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The distinction is important. A company may possess excellent predictive models and still fail strategically 

because leaders ignore inconvenient signals, resource allocation remains politically rigid, or successful 

pilots cannot cross organizational boundaries. Dynamic capability resides in the entire sequence from 

insight to action. AI can lower cognitive and analytical constraints, but leadership and institutional design 

determine whether the organization changes. 

3.3 Organizational learning and absorptive capacity 

External knowledge creates value only when an organization can recognize, assimilate, transform, and 

apply it. This is the logic of absorptive capacity associated with Cohen and Levinthal (1990). Generative AI 

dramatically expands access to external knowledge, but access can be confused with absorption. A fluent 

summary is not the same as institutional understanding. Without domain expertise, users may be unable 

to identify subtle errors, contextual limits, or conflicts among sources. 

Strategic partnership therefore requires investment in human expertise rather than its premature 

removal. Experts provide the conceptual structures against which AI output can be evaluated. Novices 

may gain speed and support, as productivity studies suggest, but they also need developmental pathways 

that prevent dependence from replacing learning. Organizations should use AI to make expert reasoning 

more visible, create practice opportunities, and support reflection. If it merely supplies answers, it may 

weaken the very absorptive capacity required to use future AI effectively. 

3.4 Institutional legitimacy and stakeholder value 

Strategy is not only a competition for economic returns. Organizations operate within systems of law, 

norms, professional standards, and stakeholder expectations. An AI system can be technically accurate 

and strategically damaging if it violates expectations of fairness, privacy, due process, or human care. 

Trust is especially consequential in healthcare, education, finance, employment, and public 

administration, where decisions shape rights and life opportunities. 

This institutional perspective changes the definition of performance. A hiring system should not be 

assessed only by cost per applicant and predictive validity; it should also be assessed for disparate effects, 

contestability, transparency, candidate experience, and consistency with employment law. A clinical 

system should not be assessed only by diagnostic sensitivity; workflow integration, accountability, patient 

consent, and professional judgment matter. Responsible governance is therefore not a constraint added 

after value creation. It is part of the capability through which value becomes sustainable and legitimate. 

The sociotechnical foundation leads to a general proposition: AI creates strategic advantage when its 

technical affordances are combined with distinctive organizational resources, embedded in dynamic 
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learning routines, and governed in ways that preserve stakeholder legitimacy. Removing any one of these 

conditions weakens the partnership. 

4. The Technological Shift: From Prediction Engines to Generative and 

Agentic Systems 

The strategic conversation has changed because the technological interface has changed. Earlier 

enterprise AI was often specialized and invisible. Machine-learning models predicted churn, estimated 

credit risk, classified images, detected fraud, or optimized routes. These systems could be powerful, but 

each required a defined task, structured integration, and specialist development. Generative AI 

introduced a more accessible interface based on natural language and a broader capacity to create text, 

code, images, audio, and structured artifacts. Foundation models can be adapted across many tasks, 

lowering the threshold for experimentation while introducing new forms of uncertainty and risk 

(Bommasani et al., 2021). 

Large language models are best understood as probabilistic systems trained to model patterns in language 

and other data. Their fluency can create an illusion of stable understanding. They may reason effectively 

in some contexts, fail on small variations, produce fabricated details, or mirror biases in training data. 

Bender et al. (2021) and Weidinger et al. (2022) document broad categories of linguistic, social, 

informational, and environmental risks. Strategic users should therefore distinguish generative capacity 

from verified knowledge. A draft, hypothesis, or scenario can be valuable without being accepted as fact. 

Three architectural developments expand organizational possibilities. The first is retrieval-augmented 

generation, in which a model is supplied with selected organizational or external documents at the time 

of use. Retrieval can improve relevance and traceability, but only if the knowledge base is current, 

authorized, and well governed. The second is tool use, through which a model invokes calculators, 

databases, search systems, simulations, or enterprise applications. Tool use can reduce some limitations 

and convert conversation into action. The third is agentic orchestration, in which a system plans and 

executes multiple steps toward a goal, possibly involving several models or specialized agents. 

These developments move AI closer to business processes, but autonomy increases the need for control. 

A chatbot that proposes a supplier email has a different risk profile from an agent that sends it, modifies 

an order, or commits funds. Organizations need graduated autonomy based on the reversibility, 

materiality, uncertainty, and stakeholder impact of actions. Low-risk actions may be automated with 

logging and sampling. Medium-risk actions may require human confirmation. High-impact decisions may 

require independent review, documented reasoning, and non-delegable human authorization. 
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The technological landscape also encourages modular strategy. Model performance, cost, licensing, and 

regulatory conditions change rapidly. An organization that binds its data, prompts, evaluations, and 

workflows tightly to one vendor may sacrifice strategic flexibility. A more resilient architecture separates 

the user experience, orchestration layer, knowledge layer, evaluation layer, and underlying models where 

feasible. This does not mean constant vendor switching. It means preserving options and making 

dependencies visible. 

Technology, however, remains only one layer. A sophisticated agent connected to poor-quality data and 

ambiguous decision rights can cause harm at machine speed. The strategic question is not how 

autonomous the AI can become, but how much autonomy the organization can govern responsibly. 

Maturity is demonstrated by controlled learning, not by maximum automation. 

5. AI Across the Strategic Management Cycle 

Strategic management is often represented as a sequence: environmental analysis, formulation, choice, 

implementation, and control. Real strategy is less orderly. Signals are ambiguous, political commitments 

affect interpretation, implementation reveals previously hidden constraints, and performance feedback 

may arrive too late to guide correction. AI can improve strategic work precisely because it can support an 

iterative cycle rather than a once-a-year planning event. Its contribution is strongest when it broadens 

inquiry without being allowed to define purpose. 

5.1 Environmental sensing 

Organizations face more information than executives can read, and conventional dashboards tend to 

emphasize measurable historical performance. AI can extend sensing by processing news, patents, 

scientific publications, customer communications, supplier data, regulatory documents, competitor 

disclosures, and internal operational signals. It can cluster emerging topics, detect changes in language, 

identify anomalies, and produce structured briefings. This function is especially useful when change first 

appears as a weak signal distributed across many sources. 

Sensing must nevertheless be directed by strategic questions. More data can produce more noise, and a 

system optimized to summarize dominant narratives may underweight rare but consequential 

developments. Human teams should define domains of attention, include dissenting sources, and 

periodically examine what the system is not seeing. They should also distinguish observation from 

inference. A shift in customer sentiment may be detected statistically, but its cause and strategic meaning 

require contextual investigation. 
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An effective sensing process combines three lenses. The outside-in lens monitors markets, technologies, 

institutions, and stakeholder behavior. The inside-out lens examines distinctive capabilities, bottlenecks, 

and unused assets. The future-back lens constructs plausible scenarios and asks what signals would 

indicate that each scenario is becoming more likely. AI can help maintain these lenses continuously, 

enabling strategy meetings to focus on interpretation rather than information collection. 

5.2 Problem framing 

Strategic errors frequently arise before alternatives are compared. The organization frames the wrong 

problem, assumes an obsolete boundary, or treats a symptom as a cause. AI can generate multiple 

formulations of an issue, map stakeholders, surface assumptions, and distinguish decisions from 

uncertainties. Csaszar, Ketkar, and Kim (2024) describe AI's potential contributions to search, 

representation, and aggregation in strategic decision-making. Representation is particularly important 

because the way a problem is expressed determines which solutions become visible. 

Suppose declining university enrollment is framed as a marketing problem. AI may optimize campaigns. If 

it is framed as a value-proposition problem, the inquiry expands to program relevance, student 

experience, labor-market outcomes, delivery formats, and affordability. If framed as a demographic and 

ecosystem problem, partnerships, lifelong learning, and regional development become strategic options. 

AI cannot determine which frame is normatively correct, but it can expose the consequences of alternative 

frames and reduce premature closure. 

Managers should ask AI to articulate competing hypotheses, identify missing evidence, and produce 

arguments against the favored interpretation. This adversarial use is more strategically valuable than 

asking for a single recommendation. It treats the model as a disciplined source of variation rather than an 

authority. 

5.3 Alternative generation and scenario construction 

Human groups often generate too few alternatives because of time pressure, hierarchy, shared 

experience, or fear of appearing unrealistic. Generative AI can expand the search space by combining 

analogies across industries, proposing business-model variants, and simulating stakeholder responses. Its 

speed makes it possible to explore dozens of options before narrowing the portfolio. 

Quantity alone is insufficient. Model outputs may converge on familiar patterns or reflect the assumptions 

embedded in the prompt. Doshi and Hauser (2024) found that AI assistance can improve individual 

creative output while making the population of outputs more similar. Strategic teams should deliberately 

introduce diversity: different models, independent human proposals, cross-functional perspectives, local 
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knowledge, and "red team" prompts. The goal is not maximal novelty but a sufficiently varied set of 

plausible pathways. 

Scenario planning is a natural partnership domain. AI can help specify drivers, construct internally 

coherent scenarios, generate narratives, and identify leading indicators. Simulation should not be 

mistaken for prediction. Its value lies in revealing how strategies perform under different assumptions. A 

resilient strategy may not maximize results in any single forecast but may preserve options and acceptable 

performance across several futures. 

5.4 Evaluation and choice 

AI can organize evidence, estimate consequences, score alternatives against explicit criteria, and reveal 

inconsistencies. It can also reproduce whatever value system is encoded in the criteria. Strategic choice 

therefore requires a visible separation among facts, forecasts, preferences, and constraints. The board 

may agree on projected cash flows but differ legitimately on risk appetite, workforce consequences, or 

mission alignment. 

A sound decision architecture uses AI to improve traceability. Each recommendation should be linked to 

assumptions, sources, confidence, alternative explanations, and sensitivity analysis. Teams should record 

where human judgment overrode model recommendations and revisit those decisions when outcomes 

become known. This creates a learning record rather than a performance ritual in which everyone 

retroactively claims the successful view. 

For consequential decisions, AI should not collapse uncertainty into a single number. Ranges, 

distributions, thresholds, and scenario-specific outcomes are more informative. Decision makers also 

need to understand the cost of false positives and false negatives. A fraud system that flags too many 

legitimate customers imposes reputational and service costs. A maintenance model that misses a critical 

failure creates safety and continuity risks. The optimal threshold is a strategic and ethical choice, not 

merely a statistical parameter. 

5.5 Implementation and coordination 

Strategy fails when high-level commitments do not translate into coordinated action. AI can support 

implementation by decomposing objectives, mapping dependencies, identifying resource conflicts, 

monitoring milestones, summarizing frontline feedback, and translating strategy into role-specific 

guidance. Conversational interfaces can make strategic knowledge more accessible across hierarchical 

levels. 

There is a danger, however, that AI-enabled monitoring becomes surveillance. If every activity is measured 

and interpreted algorithmically, employees may optimize visible metrics, avoid experimentation, and 
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withhold bad news. Kellogg, Valentine, and Christin (2020) describe the contested terrain of algorithmic 

control. Strategic partnership requires voice, contestability, and spaces where people can explain context. 

Monitoring should support coordination and learning, not simply intensify control. 

5.6 Review and renewal 

The final stage is not reporting but learning. AI can compare assumptions with outcomes, detect 

deviations, summarize lessons, and update playbooks. A strategy review should ask: Which assumptions 

were wrong? Which capabilities constrained execution? Which stakeholder reactions were unexpected? 

Where did AI advice help, and where did it mislead? What should be stopped, scaled, or redesigned? 

This learning loop converts isolated deployments into institutional capability. Without it, organizations 

repeat pilots and accumulate tools. With it, they build a strategic memory that supports faster and better 

adaptation. 

6. AI as an Enabler of Dynamic Capabilities 

Dynamic capabilities provide a rigorous explanation for the phrase "strategic partner." AI is strategic not 

because it appears in a corporate plan, but because it can strengthen the organization's capacity to renew 

itself. Teece's (2007) sensing-seizing-transforming framework is especially useful when combined with 

explicit human and governance mechanisms. 

6.1 Sensing: expanding attention without surrendering interpretation 

Managerial attention is scarce. Organizations filter reality through reporting structures, professional 

categories, and established metrics. These filters create focus, but they also produce blind spots. AI can 

widen attention by examining unstructured and high-frequency data. It can connect operational 

anomalies with external signals, identify patterns across geographies, and retrieve comparable historical 

episodes. 

The strategic benefit is not simply more information. It is a higher frequency of hypothesis formation. A 

manufacturing company might connect unusual warranty claims, supplier discussions, and technical 

publications to detect an emerging material problem. A public health organization might link local 

symptom reports, climate conditions, and mobility patterns to prioritize investigation. A university might 

connect student advising conversations, course participation, and labor-market signals to identify new 

learning needs. 

Sensing remains vulnerable to data bias. What is not digitized may disappear from the organizational field 

of vision. Informal workers, rural communities, minority languages, and non-transactional relationships 
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may be underrepresented. Leaders must therefore treat AI sensing as one channel among several, 

complemented by field observation, dialogue, and stakeholder participation. 

6.2 Seizing: converting insight into commitment 

Sensing creates options; seizing requires commitment. AI can accelerate business cases, prototype 

services, model capacity, and compare strategic configurations. Generative systems allow teams to create 

mock interfaces, draft policy language, produce training materials, and test communications before major 

investment. This reduces the cost of experimentation and can shift the organization from debate based 

on abstractions to learning based on artifacts. 

Lower experimentation cost does not eliminate the need for strategic discipline. Cheap prototypes can 

create a proliferation of pilots that never scale. Organizations need an explicit portfolio logic. Some 

experiments should explore new value propositions, some should improve core operations, some should 

reduce risk, and some should build foundational capability. Each should have a named owner, a learning 

hypothesis, a defined stakeholder group, success and stop criteria, and a path to integration if successful. 

AI may also change the speed of commitment. When analysis and prototyping accelerate, slow budgeting, 

procurement, or governance processes become bottlenecks. The solution is not to remove controls, but 

to create proportionate pathways. A low-risk internal experiment should not face the same process as an 

autonomous system affecting credit, employment, or health. Risk-tiered governance enables speed where 

appropriate and scrutiny where necessary. 

6.3 Transforming: reconfiguring work, assets, and identity 

Transformation is the most demanding dimension because it affects power, roles, routines, and identity. 

A company may prove that AI can improve a process but fail to redesign job descriptions, incentives, data 

ownership, or decision rights. Scaling then stalls. True transformation asks which activities should 

disappear, which should expand, which new roles are required, and how professional expertise will 

evolve. 

AI creates a particular reconfiguration challenge because it crosses functional boundaries. A customer-

service application involves technology, operations, marketing, legal, risk, and human resources. A clinical 

application involves practitioners, patients, informatics, quality assurance, and regulators. Traditional 

project structures may be too fragmented. Cross-functional product teams with ongoing ownership are 

often more suitable than temporary implementation teams. 

Transformation also includes technical reconfiguration. Organizations need reusable identity controls, 

knowledge services, evaluation pipelines, model gateways, logging, and integration patterns. Without 
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shared foundations, every use case builds its own fragile stack. Platform thinking can create economies of 

scope while allowing local adaptation. 

At a deeper level, transformation may alter organizational identity. A manufacturer becomes a provider 

of predictive services; a bank becomes a financial guidance platform; a university becomes a lifelong 

learning partner; a hospital becomes a continuous health-management network. AI helps make these 

models feasible, but leadership must determine whether they are consistent with mission and stakeholder 

expectations. 

6.4 The dynamic capability flywheel 

Sensing, seizing, and transforming should form a flywheel. Sensing produces hypotheses. Seizing turns 

selected hypotheses into experiments and commitments. Transforming embeds successful changes. 

Operational data and stakeholder responses then improve future sensing. AI can connect the stages 

through shared knowledge and faster feedback. 

The flywheel breaks when any stage is weak. Excellent sensing without resource flexibility creates 

strategic frustration. Rapid experimentation without transformation creates "pilot purgatory." 

Transformation without sensing produces large-scale commitment to obsolete assumptions. The 

executive task is to balance the system. 

This perspective also clarifies the relationship between AI and agility. Agility is not constant speed. It is 

the capacity to change direction with informed purpose. Sometimes the strategically agile action is to 

pause deployment until evidence, controls, or stakeholder consent are sufficient. AI partnership 

strengthens agility when it improves both movement and judgment. 

7. Competitive Advantage in an Era of Widely Available AI 

The diffusion of generative AI creates a paradox of competitive strategy. The technology is potentially 

transformative, yet much of it is accessible to everyone. If competitors can use the same model, prompts, 

and cloud infrastructure, where can durable advantage arise? The answer lies in configurations of 

resources and activities rather than in model ownership alone. 

7.1 From model advantage to system advantage 

Temporary advantages may come from early access to a superior model, specialized talent, or favorable 

computing economics. These advantages can matter, especially in frontier model development. For most 

organizations, however, the strategic objective should be system advantage. A system advantage 
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combines data, workflow, expertise, brand, governance, and ecosystem position in a mutually reinforcing 

design. 

Consider two insurance companies using similar language models. The first uses AI to draft routine 

correspondence. The second integrates claims history, repair networks, fraud expertise, customer 

preferences, and regulatory rules into a decision-support environment. It redesigns claims roles, gives 

customers clearer explanations, monitors fairness and error patterns, and learns from disputed cases. The 

second company has created a more difficult-to-imitate activity system. 

Krakowski et al. (2023) demonstrate that AI can alter the relative sources of competitive advantage. When 

machine capability becomes abundant, complementary human capabilities may become more valuable, 

not less. Judgment, creativity, relationship management, and the ability to integrate diverse knowledge 

can differentiate performance. Organizations that remove expertise too quickly may save cost while 

destroying a future source of advantage. 

7.2 Proprietary data and legitimate access 

Data is often described as a strategic asset, but volume alone is not valuable. Data must be relevant, 

reliable, timely, interoperable, and legally and ethically usable. Proprietary interaction data can improve 

personalization and operational insight. Yet data collected without clear purpose or stakeholder trust can 

become a liability. Competitive advantage rests on legitimate data relationships: customers, employees, 

and partners understand the value exchange and believe the organization will use data responsibly. 

The strongest data advantage may be feedback data. An organization that can observe outcomes, capture 

corrections, and connect them to prior recommendations learns faster than one with a static historical 

repository. Feedback loops generate domain-specific evaluation assets that competitors cannot easily 

purchase. In this sense, use creates capability, provided that learning is designed and authorized. 

7.3 Workflow depth 

Generic copilots improve individual tasks, but workflow integration creates enterprise value. Workflow 

depth means that AI has access to the right context, appears at the right decision point, produces outputs 

in usable formats, and passes work to accountable actors. It also means that downstream consequences 

return as feedback. 

Deep integration creates switching costs and learning effects, but it can also create technical lock-in. 

Organizations should separate business rules and knowledge assets from model-specific components 

where possible. Strategic architecture seeks a balance: enough integration to create value, enough 

modularity to preserve options. 
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7.4 Trust as an economic and strategic asset 

Trust reduces friction. Customers share information, employees adopt systems, regulators accept 

controls, and partners integrate processes when they believe the organization is competent and 

responsible. Glikson and Woolley (2020) show that trust in AI is shaped by characteristics of the 

technology, its representation, and its performance. Trust is neither a public-relations slogan nor a one-

time acceptance measure. It must be justified through reliability, transparency, recourse, and 

demonstrated alignment with stakeholder interests. 

An organization known for responsible AI may gain preferential access to partnerships, talent, data, and 

regulated opportunities. Conversely, a serious incident can destroy value beyond the immediate technical 

failure. Governance capability is therefore part of competitive strategy. 

7.5 Ecosystem orchestration 

AI value increasingly crosses organizational boundaries. Supply-chain forecasting depends on supplier 

data; health AI depends on providers, laboratories, payers, and patients; educational AI connects 

institutions, employers, content providers, and learners. Firms may gain advantage by defining standards, 

creating trusted interfaces, and orchestrating shared learning. 

Ecosystem strategy requires attention to value distribution. If one dominant organization captures all 

benefits while partners carry data, compliance, or workforce costs, collaboration will be unstable. 

Strategic partnership should extend beyond human-machine relations to interorganizational governance. 

Rules for data access, intellectual property, liability, and benefit sharing become central. 

The central conclusion is that AI rarely creates durable advantage by itself. Advantage emerges from a 

configuration that improves with use, reflects distinctive knowledge, fits stakeholder relationships, and 

remains difficult to reproduce as a whole. The strategic question is not "Do we have AI?" but "What 

organization are we becoming through AI, and why would that configuration be difficult to imitate?" 

8. Designing Human-AI Decision Architecture 

Human-AI collaboration is often discussed at the level of general strengths: machines provide speed and 

scale; humans provide empathy and judgment. This is directionally useful but too abstract for work design. 

A decision architecture must specify roles, sequence, evidence, authority, feedback, and escalation. 

Without this specification, the human may become a rubber stamp, the AI may be ignored, or 

responsibility may become ambiguous. 
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8.1 Decompose the decision, not the person 

Jobs consist of activities, and decisions consist of cognitive components. A strategic investment decision 

may involve retrieving comparable cases, forecasting demand, estimating cost, assessing technical 

feasibility, evaluating regulatory risk, considering stakeholder reaction, and deciding whether the 

opportunity fits organizational purpose. AI may contribute differently to each component. 

Task decomposition avoids the unproductive question, "Can AI replace the manager?" The more useful 

questions are: Which components are computationally intensive? Which require tacit context? Where are 

errors detectable? Where is accountability legally or ethically non-delegable? Which components help 

junior employees learn? The answers support a deliberate division of labor. 

8.2 Four collaboration patterns 

The first pattern is human-led assistance. A person frames the problem and remains continuously in 

control while AI retrieves, summarizes, drafts, or calculates. This is appropriate for ambiguous and high-

context work. 

The second is parallel judgment. Humans and AI independently analyze the same issue before results are 

compared. Independence reduces anchoring and makes disagreement informative. This pattern is useful 

for diagnosis, risk assessment, forecasting, and quality review. 

The third is sequential escalation. AI handles routine cases and escalates exceptions based on uncertainty, 

novelty, materiality, or stakeholder request. Humans review ambiguous or high-impact cases. This pattern 

supports scale but requires careful threshold design and protection against the gradual transfer of 

complex cases without adequate staffing. 

The fourth is supervised autonomy. AI plans and executes multi-step actions within defined boundaries, 

while humans approve goals, monitor performance, and intervene when triggers are reached. This pattern 

may suit low-risk operational domains, but it requires logs, permissions, rollback, and continuous 

evaluation. 

No pattern is universally best. The choice should reflect risk, reversibility, task structure, and the need for 

human development. A mature organization may use all four patterns across a single end-to-end process. 

8.3 Productive disagreement 

The value of partnership often lies in disagreement. If humans always accept AI, there is no meaningful 

oversight. If they always reject it, there is no augmentation. The system should make disagreement visible 

and diagnostically useful. 
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When a model and professional disagree, the workflow can request reasons from both sides, retrieve 

additional evidence, or route the case to independent review. Over time, the organization can classify 

disagreements. Some reveal model weakness, some reveal human bias, some reflect incomplete data, 

and some expose legitimate value conflicts. This dataset becomes a powerful asset for training, 

governance, and process improvement. 

Explanations must be fit for purpose. Technical feature importance may help data scientists but fail to 

help a customer contest a decision. A manager may need assumptions and comparable cases. A regulator 

may need documentation of development, validation, and controls. Affected individuals may need a clear 

statement of reasons and available recourse. Explainability is relational: it depends on who needs to 

understand what, for which action. 

8.4 Calibrated trust 

Trust should correspond to demonstrated capability. Over-trust creates automation bias; under-trust 

wastes useful systems. Calibration requires users to see performance by task, subgroup, and context. A 

single overall accuracy number is inadequate because averages can hide severe failure modes. 

Dell'Acqua et al. (2026) provide a practical warning. AI can improve performance within its capability 

frontier while decreasing performance outside it. Users often cannot easily tell where that frontier lies. 

Organizations should maintain task-specific evaluation, communicate known limitations, and provide 

uncertainty signals. Training should include failure examples, not only demonstrations of impressive 

capability. 

Calibration also depends on incentives. If employees are punished for disagreeing with the model, they 

will comply. If they remain solely responsible for every AI-assisted error while receiving no benefit from 

efficiency, they may resist adoption. Performance management should reward appropriate use, critical 

verification, learning, and responsible escalation. 

8.5 Preserving human competence 

Partnership can create deskilling if people stop practicing foundational skills. In aviation, medicine, 

finance, and engineering, overreliance on automation can weaken the ability to intervene when systems 

fail. Knowledge work faces a similar risk. If junior analysts always receive complete drafts, they may never 

develop problem-framing or writing capability. If clinicians rely on generated summaries, they may lose 

familiarity with primary evidence. 

Organizations need "competence preservation" mechanisms. These may include AI-free practice, rotation 

through foundational tasks, explanation requirements, simulation of system failure, and periodic 
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independent assessment. AI can also support development by providing hints rather than answers, 

generating practice cases, comparing reasoning pathways, and adapting feedback to learner needs. 

The objective is not to preserve every historical task. Some skills become obsolete, and workers should 

not be forced to perform unnecessary labor for tradition's sake. The objective is to preserve the 

capabilities needed for judgment, oversight, innovation, and recovery. A strategic partner should make 

the organization more capable, not merely more dependent. 

9. Knowledge Creation, Organizational Memory, and Learning 

Organizations frequently possess more knowledge than they can use. Expertise is distributed across 

documents, databases, conversations, routines, and individual experience. Employees spend time 

searching for precedents, reconstructing decisions, and locating colleagues who know why a rule exists. 

Generative AI connected to governed knowledge can reduce this friction and create a conversational 

interface to organizational memory. 

9.1 From document retrieval to contextual knowledge 

Traditional search retrieves documents. A strategic knowledge assistant can synthesize information across 

sources, identify conflicts, tailor explanations to a role, and link answers to evidence. For example, a 

project manager may ask why a previous expansion failed and receive a structured account connecting 

board minutes, market analysis, operational reports, and post-project lessons. 

Such systems require disciplined knowledge foundations. Documents must have owners, access controls, 

dates, version status, and retention rules. AI should not present an obsolete policy and a current policy as 

equally authoritative. Citations should allow users to inspect sources. Sensitive knowledge should be 

available only to authorized roles. The system must also indicate when evidence is insufficient. 

9.2 Tacit knowledge and expert participation 

Not all knowledge can be extracted from documents. Experts recognize patterns, interpret exceptions, 

and understand contextual signals that are difficult to formalize. AI programs that treat experts merely as 

sources to be "mined" may provoke resistance and lose nuance. A partnership model involves experts as 

designers, evaluators, teachers, and beneficiaries. 

Structured case review can make tacit reasoning more visible. AI can help an expert articulate why a case 

was unusual, compare it with prior examples, and create training materials. The resulting knowledge asset 

should not be assumed to replace the expert. It becomes part of a learning environment in which expertise 

is extended and distributed. 
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Nonaka's (1994) theory of organizational knowledge creation emphasizes movement between tacit and 

explicit knowledge. AI can accelerate some forms of externalization and combination, but socialization 

and lived practice remain essential. Knowledge is not only information; it is also the capacity to act 

appropriately in context. 

9.3 Learning at individual, team, and organizational levels 

At the individual level, AI can provide just-in-time explanation, coaching, and feedback. At the team level, 

it can summarize debates, track unresolved assumptions, and ensure that minority views are not lost. At 

the organizational level, it can connect lessons across projects and detect recurring failure patterns. 

These levels must be aligned. An individual may become more productive while the team becomes less 

coordinated because everyone uses private assistants with inconsistent sources. A team may learn while 

the organization fails to retain the lesson after members leave. Enterprise strategy should therefore 

provide shared knowledge spaces, approved tools, and processes for elevating local insight into 

institutional memory. 

9.4 Avoiding epistemic monoculture 

If everyone relies on the same model and knowledge base, organizations may converge on similar 

interpretations. This epistemic monoculture is strategically dangerous because correlated error is harder 

to detect. Diversity of expertise, methods, models, and external perspectives provides resilience. 

Critical decisions should include independent analysis, primary-source verification, and stakeholder input. 

Organizations can use different models for challenge, maintain explicit dissent records, and periodically 

invite external review. AI should expand the range of questions that can be asked, not narrow the 

organization to one machine-mediated worldview. 

9.5 Learning governance 

Learning from interaction raises privacy and intellectual-property questions. Employees and customers 

must know whether their inputs are stored, used for model improvement, or shared with vendors. 

Confidential information should not be placed in unapproved systems. Feedback data may contain 

sensitive judgments about performance or health. Learning architecture therefore requires consent, 

minimization, retention limits, and clear ownership. 

The strategic objective is a virtuous knowledge cycle: legitimate data improves contextual assistance; 

assistance improves work; work produces evaluated outcomes; outcomes improve organizational 

knowledge; and stronger knowledge improves future sensing and decision-making. When governed well, 

this cycle is a major source of cumulative advantage. 
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10. Innovation and Business Model Renewal 

AI affects innovation at two levels. It changes the process through which organizations discover and 

develop ideas, and it expands the set of products, services, and business models that can be offered. 

Organizations frequently focus on the second level - adding an AI feature - while underinvesting in the 

first. A strategic partnership perspective connects both. 

10.1 Expanding the innovation funnel 

Innovation processes are constrained by the cost of search, prototyping, and evaluation. AI can review 

scientific and patent landscapes, identify unmet needs in customer feedback, propose combinations of 

existing technologies, generate concept variants, and create early prototypes. Fuller et al. (2022) 

document the perceived potential of AI across innovation-management activities, while Mariani et al. 

(2024) examine generative AI as a new context for innovation management. 

The practical effect is a wider funnel. Teams can explore more problem statements and concepts before 

committing major resources. Yet the funnel can also become congested. If idea generation becomes 

nearly free, evaluation, experimentation, and strategic coherence become the scarce capabilities. Leaders 

need explicit criteria for novelty, feasibility, desirability, sustainability, mission fit, and defensibility. AI can 

help apply these criteria, but humans must determine their relative importance. 

Innovation teams should avoid using AI only to polish ideas that have already gained executive support. 

Earlier involvement is more valuable: challenging the problem, searching for analogies, identifying 

noncustomers, and proposing assumptions that can be tested. Later, AI can support experiment design, 

user-research synthesis, and the comparison of evidence across iterations. 

10.2 Co-creation with customers and employees 

AI can help organizations include more voices in innovation by translating languages, clustering open-

ended feedback, and generating prototypes tailored to different stakeholder groups. This can democratize 

participation, especially when conventional workshops are limited by time or geography. 

Participation is not achieved merely by processing people's data. Genuine co-creation gives stakeholders 

influence over problem definition, alternatives, and evaluation. Employees whose work will change should 

participate in workflow design. Customers affected by sensitive personalization should be able to express 

preferences and boundaries. Communities affected by public-sector AI should have channels for 

deliberation and recourse. 
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AI can mediate participation but should not substitute for it. Summaries can erase minority perspectives, 

and sentiment analysis may misread culture or context. Teams should preserve source diversity, inspect 

outliers, and validate interpretations with participants. 

10.3 Business model innovation 

AI can alter each component of a business model. It can enable new value propositions through 

personalization, prediction, intelligent assistance, or autonomous service. It can change value creation by 

reducing marginal costs, coordinating ecosystems, and converting data into learning. It can change value 

capture through subscriptions, usage-based pricing, outcome-based contracts, or platform models. 

A manufacturer that once sold equipment may offer uptime as a service using predictive maintenance 

and remote optimization. An agricultural organization may combine satellite data, local knowledge, 

weather models, and advisory services. A university may complement degree programs with modular, 

adaptive lifelong learning. A professional-services firm may shift from billing hours to delivering monitored 

outcomes. Each transition changes risk allocation and customer relationships, not just technology. 

Teece (2018) emphasizes the relationship between business models and dynamic capabilities. AI-enabled 

models should therefore be tested for strategic coherence. Does personalization improve the customer 

relationship or become intrusive? Does an outcome-based contract expose the firm to risks it cannot 

control? Does a platform create network effects or merely add coordination complexity? Does automation 

lower costs while eroding the human experience that differentiates the brand? 

10.4 Ambidexterity: exploiting the core while exploring the new 

AI programs must balance exploitation and exploration, echoing March's (1991) classic distinction. 

Exploitation uses AI to improve current operations, while exploration uses it to discover new markets, 

capabilities, and models. An organization focused only on exploitation may become efficient at a declining 

business. One focused only on exploration may produce demonstrations without operational returns. 

Portfolio governance should allocate resources to both. Core improvements can fund experiments; 

experiments can reveal future capabilities. The two portfolios need different metrics. Efficiency projects 

can be assessed through cost, quality, and cycle time. Exploratory projects should be assessed through 

learning velocity, option creation, stakeholder validation, and the quality of evidence, not immediate 

revenue alone. 

The innovation function thus becomes a central arena for strategic partnership. AI expands search and 

lowers the cost of creating artifacts; humans define meaningful problems, interpret social value, make 

commitments, and construct legitimacy. 
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11. Marketing, Customer Experience, and Stakeholder Relationships 

Marketing illustrates both the promise and danger of AI partnership. AI can recognize patterns across 

customer journeys, personalize communication, generate content, optimize offers, and support service 

interactions. Davenport et al. (2020) and Huang and Rust (2021) describe a broad transformation of 

marketing and service as AI takes on mechanical, analytical, and increasingly relational tasks. 

An automation approach concentrates on campaign production, segmentation, and response handling. A 

strategic approach asks how AI changes the organization's understanding of customers and the value 

exchange underlying the relationship. Customer insight should not be reduced to prediction of the next 

purchase. It should illuminate changing needs, sources of frustration, trust conditions, and unmet 

aspirations. 

AI can create a continuous listening system across surveys, service conversations, reviews, returns, and 

social channels. It can detect journey-level patterns that no department sees alone. For instance, 

customers may appear satisfied with a product but repeatedly express anxiety about installation, 

financing, or data use. A strategic response may redesign the offer and partner ecosystem rather than 

merely adjust advertising. 

Personalization requires restraint. The fact that an organization can infer vulnerability, health status, or 

financial stress does not mean it should use the inference to maximize conversion. Responsible 

personalization gives customers meaningful choice, avoids manipulation, limits sensitive inference, and 

explains consequential recommendations. Trust is more valuable than short-term click-through rates. 

Generative content creates additional challenges. Brand voice may become inconsistent; factual errors 

can scale rapidly; synthetic content can overwhelm audiences; and creative work may converge. 

Organizations need provenance, review thresholds, rights management, and a clear policy for disclosure. 

Human creators should use AI to expand experimentation while preserving cultural sensitivity and 

distinctive identity. 

Customer service offers a strong partnership case. AI can resolve routine requests, retrieve account 

context, and suggest next actions. Humans can focus on exceptions, emotion, negotiation, and 

relationship recovery. The workflow must allow customers to reach a human without unreasonable 

friction. Escalation criteria should include not only model uncertainty but customer request, vulnerability, 

dispute, and potential harm. 

The strategic metric is not the percentage of contacts deflected from humans. It is the quality and 

economics of the relationship: resolution, trust, retention, fairness, effort, learning, and lifetime value. 

Deflection that leaves customers frustrated is an accounting success and a strategic failure. 
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12. Operations, Supply Chains, and Organizational Resilience 

Operations has long used optimization, forecasting, robotics, and predictive maintenance. Generative and 

agentic AI add new interfaces and coordination capabilities. They can translate natural-language goals 

into analyses, explain operational anomalies, generate contingency plans, and coordinate information 

across complex networks. Reviews of AI in supply-chain management show growing application across 

planning, procurement, logistics, risk, and resilience (Culot et al., 2024). 

The conventional use case is efficiency: lower inventory, shorter routes, higher utilization, and fewer 

defects. Strategic partnership adds resilience and adaptability. A supply chain optimized for average 

conditions may fail under geopolitical disruption, climate events, cyber incidents, or supplier distress. AI 

can model alternative networks, detect emerging risk, identify substitution options, and support rapid 

replanning. 

Resilience requires more than predictive accuracy. Organizations need data-sharing agreements, supplier 

relationships, decision rights, buffers, and the ability to act on warnings. A system that detects a disruption 

but cannot access alternative capacity creates insight without response. Dynamic capability again lies in 

the sequence from signal to coordinated reconfiguration. 

AI can also improve frontline learning. Maintenance technicians can retrieve context-specific procedures, 

contribute observations, and receive diagnostic support. Production teams can analyze quality issues 

across shifts and facilities. Procurement teams can compare contract clauses and supplier performance. 

These applications should make practical expertise more visible, not subject workers to opaque 

performance control. 

Operational autonomy must be bounded. An agent that reschedules production or places orders may 

create cascading effects across finance, labor, safety, and customer commitments. Controls should specify 

financial limits, approved suppliers, inventory thresholds, segregation of duties, and rollback. Simulations 

and digital twins can test policies before live execution. 

Sustainability should be integrated into operational objectives. An optimization model focused only on 

cost may increase emissions, waste, or social risk. Multi-objective models can represent service, cost, 

carbon, resilience, and labor standards, but leadership must establish trade-off rules. AI can make 

consequences more visible; it cannot decide which values the organization should sacrifice. 

13. Finance, Risk, and Corporate Governance 

Finance has used algorithmic methods for decades, but generative AI expands access to analysis and 

narrative interpretation. It can explain variance, summarize disclosures, draft management commentary, 
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review contracts, detect anomalies, and support scenario planning. The strategic opportunity is a shift 

from retrospective reporting toward anticipatory decision support. 

A finance partner powered by AI can connect operational drivers with financial outcomes. Instead of 

reporting that margins declined, it can trace contributions from product mix, supplier changes, service 

failures, discounting, and capacity. It can generate scenarios and expose which assumptions matter most. 

Managers can then debate causal mechanisms and actions rather than spend meetings reconciling 

spreadsheets. 

Risk management similarly benefits from broader sensing. AI can monitor emerging regulatory, 

geopolitical, cyber, supplier, and reputational signals. It can map dependencies and simulate stress. Yet 

risk models can create false precision. Extreme events often lie outside historical data, and model 

correlations may fail during structural change. Human challenge and scenario imagination remain 

essential. 

Generative systems introduce new financial-control risks: fabricated entries in drafted reports, leakage of 

confidential data, unauthorized commitments by agents, manipulation of model inputs, and unclear 

ownership of generated analysis. Segregation of duties should apply to AI. The same agent should not 

propose, authorize, execute, and reconcile a material transaction. Tool permissions, transaction limits, 

logging, and independent verification are necessary. 

Boards must understand AI as an enterprise issue rather than a technical project. Their role includes 

ensuring strategic alignment, risk appetite, capability investment, and accountability. They need a 

portfolio view: which systems affect rights, safety, financial reporting, reputation, or strategic 

dependence? Which vendors create concentration risk? What incidents have occurred, and what has been 

learned? Does management have credible evidence of value, not only adoption statistics? 

Audit functions can use AI to expand coverage, but they must preserve independence. Internal audit may 

review data lineage, model validation, change control, access, monitoring, and governance effectiveness. 

External assurance practices are evolving, and organizations should not wait for perfect standards before 

creating traceable documentation. 

The finance function can also improve AI investment discipline. Business cases should include 

complementary costs: data preparation, integration, process redesign, training, governance, evaluation, 

and ongoing monitoring. Benefits should account for quality, risk reduction, learning, and option value, 

while avoiding speculative attribution. AI is strategic when capital allocation reflects the full system 

required for value. 



Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

30 

14. Human Resources, Work Design, and the Future of Expertise 

AI transforms work through task substitution, task creation, task recombination, and changes in skill value. 

The most immediate managerial mistake is to translate technical capability directly into head-count 

reduction. A model's ability to perform part of a task does not reveal how a job, team, or service should 

be redesigned. Work must be examined as a system of production, learning, coordination, identity, and 

relationships. 

14.1 Recruitment and talent decisions 

AI can help draft job descriptions, search candidate pools, schedule interviews, and structure evaluation. 

High-impact uses in screening and ranking require special caution because historical data may encode 

discrimination and because applicants deserve due process. Leicht-Deobald et al. (2019) warn that 

algorithm-based HR decisions can threaten personal integrity through opacity, reductionism, and loss of 

contextual judgment. 

Recruitment systems should use job-relevant evidence, test validity across groups, document criteria, 

support accommodation, and allow human review. Candidates should not be assessed through 

scientifically weak proxies simply because they are easy to compute. Efficiency is not legitimacy. 

14.2 Redesigning jobs around human contribution 

Work redesign should begin with the desired service and the capabilities that employees need to retain. 

Repetitive documentation may be reduced while consultation, creativity, field observation, and 

relationship work expand. New tasks emerge: curating knowledge, evaluating outputs, designing prompts 

and workflows, monitoring models, handling exceptions, and translating stakeholder needs into system 

requirements. 

The distribution of gains matters. If AI increases output but employees experience only work 

intensification and insecurity, adoption will be fragile. Organizations should share productivity benefits 

through better work, learning opportunities, career mobility, flexibility, or compensation. Participation is 

not merely an ethical gesture; workers possess practical knowledge needed to design reliable systems. 

14.3 Skill architecture 

AI literacy is layered. All employees need foundational understanding of capabilities, limitations, privacy, 

verification, and responsible use. Many roles need applied proficiency: problem formulation, context 

provision, workflow integration, source checking, and interpretation. Specialists need technical and 
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governance skills in data, evaluation, security, model operations, and risk. Leaders need strategic literacy: 

portfolio choices, operating-model design, value measurement, and accountability. 

The often-used phrase "prompt engineering" is too narrow as a workforce strategy. Good prompting 

matters, but durable capability includes domain knowledge, critical thinking, information literacy, 

experimentation, collaboration, and ethical judgment. Interfaces will change; these deeper capacities 

remain valuable. 

14.4 Expertise, inequality, and career ladders 

Research suggests that AI can disproportionately help less experienced workers by making elements of 

high-performer practice accessible (Brynjolfsson et al., 2025). This creates an opportunity to reduce 

performance gaps. It also raises a developmental question: if AI performs entry-level tasks, how will 

novices become experts? 

Organizations must redesign career ladders deliberately. Apprenticeship can shift from producing routine 

outputs to analyzing cases, verifying model work, observing experts, and conducting supervised 

exceptions. AI can generate simulations and feedback. Senior experts can spend more time teaching and 

handling novel problems. Without such design, firms may consume the current stock of expertise without 

replenishing it. 

Unequal access is another concern. Employees with better tools, data, language proficiency, or managerial 

support may advance faster. Training and infrastructure should be broadly available, adapted to diverse 

roles, and evaluated for inclusion. The future of work should not be determined by informal access to 

unapproved systems. 

15. Leadership, Culture, and Change 

AI transformation is ultimately a leadership challenge because it redistributes knowledge, authority, and 

uncertainty. Leaders must provide direction without pretending to know a stable technological end state. 

They must encourage experimentation while setting boundaries, acknowledge risk without paralyzing the 

organization, and create conditions in which employees can report failures. 

15.1 Strategic narrative 

Employees interpret AI through the story leadership tells. A narrative centered only on efficiency and 

workforce reduction encourages fear, concealment, and transactional adoption. A credible partnership 

narrative explains which stakeholder problems the organization intends to solve, how human contribution 

will change, which principles are non-negotiable, and how people will be supported. 
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Credibility depends on action. If leaders promise augmentation but performance targets assume 

immediate labor savings, employees will believe the incentives. If responsible-use policies prohibit 

common needs without providing safe alternatives, shadow AI will grow. The strategic narrative must be 

aligned with investment, measurement, and workforce decisions. 

15.2 Psychological safety and learning from failure 

AI systems will fail in unexpected ways. Employees must be able to report errors, challenge outputs, and 

pause a process without retaliation. Psychological safety is therefore a control mechanism as well as a 

cultural value. Incident reporting should distinguish responsible discovery from negligence and focus on 

systemic learning. 

Near misses are especially valuable. A fabricated citation caught before publication, an incorrect 

recommendation overridden by a professional, or a permission error blocked by a control reveals 

weaknesses before harm occurs. Organizations should analyze these events, update tests, and share 

lessons across teams. 

15.3 Distributed leadership 

Central leadership sets purpose, architecture, and risk appetite, but useful AI innovation often emerges 

near the work. A federated model balances enterprise standards with local experimentation. Central 

teams provide approved platforms, identity controls, shared evaluation, legal guidance, and reusable 

components. Domain teams own problems, workflows, and outcomes. 

Communities of practice connect the two. Employees share patterns, evaluation methods, and failure 

cases. "AI champions" can help colleagues, but they should not become an unpaid substitute for formal 

support or governance. Local capability needs recognition, time, and career pathways. 

15.4 Leadership judgment in an age of abundant analysis 

AI reduces the cost of producing analysis, scenarios, and persuasive presentations. This can improve 

decisions, but it can also create information inflation. Leaders may face more alternatives and more 

polished arguments than they can evaluate. The scarce capability becomes disciplined attention. 

Good leaders will ask about assumptions, evidence, counterfactuals, and affected stakeholders. They will 

require teams to distinguish model-generated content from verified findings. They will create decision 

forums that value dissent and delay irreversible commitments when uncertainty is poorly understood. 

They will also know when speed is strategic and when reflection is strategic. 
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The leader's role does not shrink when AI becomes more capable. It becomes more explicitly concerned 

with purpose, institutional design, and responsibility. Machines can help optimize a chosen objective. 

Leadership remains accountable for choosing objectives worthy of optimization. 

16. Responsible AI Governance: Ethics, Law, and Institutional Trust 

Governance determines whether strategic partnership is accountable or merely anthropomorphic 

language surrounding uncontrolled technology. It establishes who may deploy AI, for which purposes, 

with which data, under what controls, and with what mechanisms for review and redress. Effective 

governance should enable legitimate innovation while preventing unacceptable harm. It is neither a single 

ethics committee nor a policy document; it is an operating system for decisions across the AI lifecycle. 

16.1 Principles translated into practice 

International frameworks commonly emphasize fairness, transparency, accountability, privacy, safety, 

robustness, and human oversight. Floridi et al. (2018) organize an influential ethical framework around 

beneficence, nonmaleficence, autonomy, justice, and explicability. Principles provide direction, but 

organizations need operational questions. 

Fairness becomes: Which groups may experience different error rates or access? Which definition of 

fairness fits the context? What historical inequities are embedded in data? Transparency becomes: Who 

needs which explanation, and what evidence should be available? Accountability becomes: Which named 

role owns the outcome, and who can stop the system? Privacy becomes: Is each data element necessary, 

authorized, protected, and retained only as long as needed? Human oversight becomes: Does the 

reviewer have time, competence, authority, and independent information? 

The conversion of principles into controls should occur before deployment. Ethical review added after a 

system is built tends to become defensive. Early review can change problem formulation, data collection, 

success metrics, and even the decision to use AI. 

16.2 Risk classification 

Not all AI requires the same governance. A risk-based approach evaluates impact, autonomy, uncertainty, 

scale, sensitivity, reversibility, and affected populations. A tool that reformats an internal document is 

different from a system that influences hiring, credit, clinical care, education, insurance, or access to public 

services. 

A practical classification may include four tiers. Minimal-risk systems handle low-impact assistance and 

require basic security, disclosure, and quality controls. Limited-risk systems affect operational decisions 
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but remain reversible and receive routine evaluation. High-impact systems influence rights, safety, 

livelihood, or significant resources and require formal validation, impact assessment, documented human 

oversight, monitoring, and recourse. Prohibited or unacceptable uses conflict with law, rights, or 

institutional values and should not be deployed. 

Risk classification should consider the entire use, not the model in isolation. A general-purpose language 

model can be low risk when brainstorming an internal event and high impact when drafting individualized 

clinical recommendations. Changes in integration or autonomy should trigger reassessment. 

16.3 Lifecycle accountability 

Governance begins with problem definition. Teams should document the intended purpose, affected 

stakeholders, alternatives considered, expected benefits, foreseeable harms, and reasons AI is 

appropriate. During development or procurement, they should assess data, security, intellectual property, 

vendor claims, evaluation evidence, and contractual responsibility. 

Before launch, the system should be tested under realistic conditions, including edge cases and subgroup 

performance. Users need training and clear instructions. Monitoring should track performance, incidents, 

drift, overrides, complaints, and changes in context. Retirement should include data disposition, access 

removal, communication, and preservation of legally required records. 

Documentation artifacts can support this process. Datasheets for datasets record origin, composition, 

collection, limitations, and appropriate uses (Gebru et al., 2021). Model cards describe intended use, 

performance, limitations, and evaluation conditions (Mitchell et al., 2019). Impact assessments connect 

technical characteristics to stakeholders and context. These artifacts should be living records, not 

paperwork produced once for approval. 

16.4 Human oversight and contestability 

The phrase "human in the loop" can conceal weak governance. Oversight is meaningful only when the 

person understands the task, sees relevant evidence, has authority to disagree, and is not pressured to 

approve excessive volume. Organizations should measure override rates, review time, disagreement 

outcomes, and whether the human role is substantively independent. 

Contestability gives affected people a way to question an output, correct data, request review, and receive 

a timely response. This is essential for legitimacy. A technically sophisticated explanation is insufficient if 

it does not enable action. Recourse should be accessible to people with disabilities, language differences, 

or limited digital access. 
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16.5 Current regulatory context 

The regulatory landscape is evolving and varies by jurisdiction. The European Union's Artificial Intelligence 

Act established a comprehensive risk-based legal framework through Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, 

subsequently amended in 2026. It includes obligations linked to prohibited practices, high-risk systems, 

transparency, general-purpose AI, governance, and enforcement. Organizations operating internationally 

must monitor implementation timelines, amendments, sectoral interaction, and national enforcement 

rather than relying on a one-time compliance interpretation. 

In the United States and internationally, the NIST AI Risk Management Framework provides a voluntary 

structure organized around govern, map, measure, and manage. NIST's generative AI profile adds 

considerations specific to generative systems, including confabulation, harmful content, data privacy, 

information integrity, security, intellectual property, and human-AI configuration (National Institute of 

Standards and Technology, 2023, 2024). Standards such as ISO/IEC 42001 provide management-system 

approaches to AI governance. 

Compliance should be treated as a floor, not a complete strategy. Legal requirements may not address 

every stakeholder expectation or emerging risk. Conversely, organizations should avoid compliance 

theater in which extensive documentation substitutes for evidence that a system is useful, safe, and fair 

in practice. 

16.6 Governance structure 

Boards oversee strategic alignment and enterprise risk. Executive leadership sets accountability and 

resources. A cross-functional AI governance body defines policy, risk tiers, and escalation. Domain owners 

remain responsible for outcomes. Technology and data teams manage architecture and operations. Legal, 

privacy, security, compliance, ethics, human resources, and audit contribute specialized challenge. 

Responsibility must not diffuse across committees. Every system needs a business owner with authority 

and accountability, a technical owner, and a risk or control owner. High-impact systems may require 

independent validation. Vendors remain important partners but cannot carry away the organization's 

accountability. 

16.7 Governance as a source of speed and trust 

Poor governance slows innovation because every team must negotiate uncertainty independently. Good 

governance creates reusable pathways: approved environments, standard contracts, risk questionnaires, 

evaluation templates, incident processes, and named experts. Low-risk experimentation becomes easier, 

while high-impact deployment receives appropriate scrutiny. 
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Trustworthy governance also improves data access and employee participation. People are more willing 

to share knowledge when purpose and safeguards are credible. Partners integrate more deeply when 

responsibilities are clear. Governance is therefore not external to value creation. It is part of the strategic 

partnership capability. 

17. Data, Cybersecurity, Model Risk, and Technical Resilience 

AI expands the attack surface and changes the meaning of information security. Traditional controls 

protect systems and data; AI controls must also protect model behavior, prompts, retrieved knowledge, 

tool connections, and generated outputs. Strategic partnership requires a technical foundation that can 

fail safely. 

17.1 Data quality and provenance 

Model performance depends on data relevance and integrity. Organizations should know where data 

came from, why it was collected, who may use it, how it has changed, and whether it represents the 

current environment. Provenance supports legal compliance, debugging, and trust. 

Knowledge bases require additional controls. Documents may conflict, contain malicious instructions, or 

include unverified material. Retrieval systems should rank authority, preserve citations, respect 

permissions, and prevent users from accessing content through AI that they could not access directly. 

Content owners should review high-value knowledge domains. 

17.2 Security threats specific to AI 

Prompt injection attempts to manipulate a model through instructions embedded in user input or 

retrieved content. Data poisoning corrupts training or knowledge sources. Model extraction and inversion 

may reveal intellectual property or sensitive information. Adversarial inputs can produce unexpected 

behavior. Agentic systems introduce risks through excessive permissions, compromised tools, and 

cascading actions. 

Defense requires layers: input handling, isolation of untrusted content, least-privilege access, allowlisted 

tools, output validation, monitoring, rate limits, secure secrets management, and human authorization 

for consequential actions. No prompt alone should be treated as a reliable security boundary. 

17.3 Model risk management 

Model risk includes errors in design, data, assumptions, implementation, and use. Established financial 

model-risk practices offer useful principles: independent validation, documentation, change control, 
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performance monitoring, limitations, and inventories. Generative AI adds nondeterminism, broad task 

scope, rapid vendor updates, and difficulty defining a single accuracy measure. 

Evaluation should therefore use task-specific test sets, human review criteria, red teaming, and 

production monitoring. Tests should cover factuality, relevance, harmful content, bias, privacy, security, 

robustness, and user experience as appropriate. Organizations should preserve versions of prompts, 

knowledge sources, models, and policies so incidents can be reconstructed. 

Vendor upgrades can change behavior without visible changes to the application. Contracts and 

architecture should provide notice, testing opportunities, and rollback where possible. The organization 

should know which processes depend on each model and what happens if service, pricing, or legal terms 

change. 

17.4 Reliability and graceful degradation 

Strategic systems need continuity plans. If an AI service is unavailable or unreliable, can people complete 

essential work? Are manual procedures documented? Can the system revert to a simpler rules-based 

mode? Does it clearly indicate degraded confidence? 

Graceful degradation is especially important when automation has reduced human practice. Periodic 

exercises should test fallback processes. Resilience also includes geographic, vendor, and infrastructure 

concentration. A single model provider may become a systemic dependency across many functions. 

Technical resilience should be understood as a strategic option. Modular architecture, portable 

evaluations, governed data layers, and multiple operating modes preserve the ability to adapt as 

technology and regulation change. 

18. Measuring Strategic Value 

Organizations often measure AI through adoption statistics: number of users, prompts, pilots, or 

automated hours. These indicators reveal activity, not value. Strategic measurement must connect AI to 

outcomes, capability, risk, and stakeholder experience. It must also recognize that causality is difficult 

because AI is introduced alongside process and organizational changes. 

18.1 A multidimensional scorecard 

A balanced AI scorecard can include six dimensions. 

1. Economic value: revenue growth, margin, cost-to-serve, working capital, productivity, and option 

value. 
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2. Operational performance: cycle time, quality, reliability, forecast error, resolution, and exception 

rates. 

3. Customer and stakeholder value: satisfaction, trust, effort, access, fairness, retention, and 

complaint resolution. 

4. Workforce and capability: proficiency, time reallocated to higher-value work, employee 

experience, learning, mobility, and competence preservation. 

5. Risk and responsibility: incidents, subgroup performance, privacy events, security findings, 

unsupported claims, overrides, and recourse outcomes. 

6. Strategic adaptability: experiment velocity, time from signal to decision, reuse of knowledge, 

portfolio renewal, and speed of reconfiguration. 

Metrics should be selected for each use case rather than applied mechanically. A clinical assistant needs 

safety and professional-quality metrics; a marketing ideation tool needs diversity, brand fit, and rights 

controls; an internal search assistant needs evidence quality, access integrity, and successful task 

completion. 

18.2 Baselines and counterfactuals 

Value claims need comparison. Teams should measure performance before deployment and, where 

feasible, use phased rollouts, control groups, or matched comparisons. Time saved should not 

automatically be valued as salary reduction. The organization must observe what happens to the released 

time. It may increase volume, quality, customer interaction, learning, or simply workload slack. 

Experiments should examine distribution, not only averages. AI may help novices more than experts, one 

language more than another, or standard cases more than exceptions. Uneven effects guide training and 

workflow design. 

18.3 Total cost and risk-adjusted value 

Total cost of ownership includes licenses, computing, integration, data preparation, evaluation, security, 

governance, training, support, monitoring, and change management. It also includes switching and exit 

costs. A seemingly inexpensive pilot may become costly at enterprise scale. 

Risk-adjusted value recognizes expected loss and tail risk. A system that creates small efficiency gains but 

introduces a low-probability catastrophic failure may have negative value. Conversely, AI that reduces a 

major safety or continuity risk may be valuable even without direct revenue. 
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18.4 Learning metrics 

Exploratory initiatives should be measured by learning. Did the project test a meaningful assumption? Did 

evidence change a decision? Did the team identify a reusable component or a reason to stop? A 

terminated experiment can be successful if it prevents a larger misallocation. 

The most mature portfolio connects use-case metrics to enterprise strategic objectives. AI value is then 

reviewed alongside capital, talent, and risk decisions, not reported as a separate technology spectacle. 

19. The AI Strategic Partnership Framework 

The preceding analysis can be translated into a seven-layer framework. The layers are interdependent; 

strength in one cannot compensate indefinitely for weakness in another. 

Layer 1: Strategic intent and boundaries 

The organization defines the stakeholder problem, strategic objective, mission fit, and boundaries. 

Leaders clarify whether the purpose is efficiency, quality, growth, resilience, learning, inclusion, or a 

combination. They also identify uses that conflict with law or values. 

The essential artifact is an intent statement: the problem, beneficiaries, expected outcomes, non-

negotiable principles, and accountable executive. This prevents technology from searching for a 

justification after purchase. 

Layer 2: Value and risk portfolio 

Use cases are managed as a portfolio across core improvement, new value creation, capability building, 

and risk reduction. Each has a risk tier, hypothesis, owner, evidence plan, stop criteria, and scaling path. 

Portfolio governance prevents both uncontrolled experimentation and excessive centralization. 

Organizations should sequence projects so that early initiatives build reusable capability. A knowledge 

and evaluation foundation may enable many later applications. A visible, low-risk use case can build 

confidence, but the portfolio should not remain permanently confined to trivial tasks. 

Layer 3: Data and knowledge foundation 

This layer includes data quality, provenance, access, semantic structure, knowledge ownership, retention, 

privacy, and feedback. It also includes domain-specific evaluation sets and organizational memory. The 

foundation should serve multiple use cases while respecting contextual restrictions. 
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Data strategy should follow value and legitimacy. Collecting everything in anticipation of future use 

creates cost and risk. The organization should identify which data relationships are strategically important 

and build trust around them. 

Layer 4: Human-AI operating model 

The operating model specifies roles, task allocation, decision rights, escalation, competence, participation, 

and incentives. Collaboration patterns are chosen deliberately: assistance, parallel judgment, sequential 

escalation, or supervised autonomy. Workforce transition and career development are part of the design. 

The central test is substantive accountability. Can a named human understand and influence 

consequential outcomes? Can employees and affected stakeholders challenge the system? Does the work 

design improve capability and service rather than merely intensify output? 

Layer 5: Technology and integration architecture 

This layer includes models, orchestration, retrieval, tools, interfaces, identity, security, observability, and 

resilience. Architecture should be modular enough to accommodate technological change and integrated 

enough to create workflow value. 

Organizations should avoid unnecessary model proliferation. A governed platform can provide approved 

access and controls, while specialized models are used when domain performance, privacy, latency, or 

economics justify them. Evaluation, logging, and permission services should be reusable. 

Layer 6: Responsible governance and assurance 

Governance provides policies, risk classification, lifecycle reviews, validation, monitoring, incident 

response, documentation, audit, and recourse. It aligns legal compliance with organizational ethics and 

stakeholder expectations. 

Governance should be proportionate. Low-risk experiments move through lightweight pathways; high-

impact systems require independent challenge. Decisions and exceptions are recorded, enabling 

accountability and learning. 

Layer 7: Learning and performance renewal 

The final layer closes the loop. Outcomes, overrides, incidents, stakeholder feedback, and environmental 

change are analyzed. Models, knowledge, workflows, training, and strategy are updated. The organization 

periodically reassesses whether the system should be scaled, constrained, redesigned, or retired. 
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Learning turns the framework from a deployment checklist into a dynamic capability. Without this layer, 

the organization accumulates technical debt and outdated assumptions. With it, the partnership evolves. 

The coherence test 

A use case is strategically coherent when all seven layers support the same purpose. If leadership seeks 

personalized service but the data foundation lacks consent and the operating model removes human 

recourse, the system is incoherent. If a resilience objective is measured only by cost savings, the value 

layer is misaligned. If a high-impact agent has broad permissions without monitoring, technology has 

outrun governance. 

The framework should be reviewed horizontally as well as vertically. Horizontal review asks whether each 

layer is mature. Vertical review follows a particular decision from stakeholder need through data, model, 

human action, outcome, and learning. Both are required. 

20. A Maturity Model and Implementation Roadmap 

Organizations need a path from experimentation to strategic partnership. Maturity is not defined solely 

by the sophistication of the model. It reflects the integration of value, work, governance, and learning. 

Stage 1: Tool experimentation 

Individuals use general-purpose AI for drafting, summarizing, translation, coding, or brainstorming. 

Benefits are local and uneven. Risks include confidential-data leakage, unreliable outputs, and shadow 

use. 

The priority is to provide safe access, basic literacy, acceptable-use rules, and channels for sharing 

experience. Leaders should not suppress experimentation without offering practical alternatives. 

Stage 2: Process assistance 

Teams integrate AI into defined workflows. They establish baselines, review outputs, and measure quality 

and time. Knowledge sources and access begin to be governed. Use cases remain mostly functional. 

The priority is work redesign. Teams specify roles, exceptions, feedback, and evaluation. Technology and 

business owners become jointly accountable. 
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Stage 3: Enterprise copilots and reusable platforms 

The organization provides shared infrastructure, knowledge services, identity, logging, evaluation, and 

support. Multiple functions use common patterns. Governance is risk-tiered, and a portfolio process 

allocates resources. 

The priority is reuse without loss of domain accountability. Central standards and local ownership are 

balanced. Workforce development becomes systematic. 

Stage 4: Strategic partnership 

AI supports sensing, scenario analysis, innovation, strategic decisions, and cross-functional coordination. 

Outcomes feed organizational learning. Boards and executives manage AI as part of strategy and risk. 

Some bounded agents act autonomously within controlled domains. 

The priority is coherence and cumulative advantage. Proprietary feedback, domain evaluation, 

stakeholder trust, and dynamic capabilities differentiate the organization. 

Stage 5: Ecosystem orchestration 

The organization coordinates AI-enabled value across customers, partners, suppliers, institutions, and 

communities. Shared standards, data spaces, and governance enable network learning. Strategic 

boundaries may shift as products become services and firms become platforms. 

The priority is legitimate ecosystem governance. Value, risk, and authority must be distributed 

sustainably. 

A phased roadmap 

The first phase is orientation and control. Leadership establishes strategic principles, inventories existing 

use, provides approved tools, classifies risk, and creates incident channels. The organization identifies 

high-friction decisions and knowledge bottlenecks. 

The second phase is focused experimentation. Cross-functional teams select a small portfolio with clear 

learning goals. They establish baselines, involve users, test realistic cases, and document failures. At least 

one initiative should build a reusable foundation rather than only a local feature. 

The third phase is platform and capability building. The organization develops shared data and knowledge 

services, evaluation pipelines, security controls, governance pathways, training, and product ownership. 

Successful pilots are redesigned for scale, not merely copied. 



Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

43 

The fourth phase is strategic integration. AI becomes part of planning, investment, innovation, and risk 

reviews. Leaders examine how business models, career structures, and ecosystem relationships should 

change. Metrics connect AI to enterprise outcomes. 

The fifth phase is renewal. The portfolio is continuously reviewed as models, regulations, stakeholder 

expectations, and strategy evolve. Systems are retired when they no longer create justified value. 

Maturity includes the ability to stop. 

Implementation should follow a "minimum responsible scale" principle. Build only enough integration and 

autonomy to produce evidence, while ensuring controls are proportionate to potential harm. Scale follows 

demonstrated value and governability, not executive enthusiasm. 

21. Sectoral Illustrations 

The strategic-partnership concept becomes clearer through sectoral applications. The following 

illustrations are not technology prescriptions. They show how the same principles - purpose, 

complementarity, accountability, and learning - take different forms according to context. 

21.1 Healthcare: from documentation automation to a learning care system 

Healthcare organizations often begin with documentation, scheduling, coding, image analysis, or patient 

communication. These uses can reduce administrative burden, but strategic partnership involves 

connecting clinical care, operations, prevention, and learning. 

Imagine a hospital network using AI to summarize records, retrieve evidence, identify deterioration risk, 

and coordinate follow-up. The physician receives a structured view but can inspect sources and modify 

the plan. Nurses contribute observations that are often absent from structured data. Patients receive 

explanations adapted to language and health literacy and can request human assistance. Outcomes, 

overrides, and adverse events are reviewed to improve protocols. 

The strategic value is not the replacement of clinicians. It is the creation of continuity across fragmented 

encounters. Governance must address safety, privacy, subgroup performance, consent, professional 

responsibility, and the danger that generated text enters the record without verification. High-stakes 

recommendations require rigorous clinical validation and human authorization. The system should make 

care more humane by releasing attention, not place a digital barrier between professional and patient. 

21.2 Higher education: from content generation to an adaptive learning institution 

Universities can use AI to generate examples, support feedback, answer administrative questions, 

translate materials, and assist research. A narrow approach treats these as productivity tools. A strategic 
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approach asks how the institution can improve learning, inclusion, scholarly capability, and 

responsiveness to social change. 

An AI-enabled learning environment may diagnose misconceptions, propose practice, help students 

compare arguments, and connect courses with emerging knowledge. Faculty remain responsible for 

curriculum, standards, epistemic discipline, and the human relationship of education. Assessment must 

shift toward authentic performance, oral explanation, iterative work, and visible reasoning rather than 

assuming that unsupervised text production represents learning. 

The institution also needs a policy on attribution, privacy, intellectual property, and research integrity. 

Students should learn how models work, when evidence is required, how bias enters systems, and why 

generated fluency is not scholarship. Used as a partner, AI can increase intellectual inquiry. Used as an 

answer machine, it can weaken it. 

Strategically, universities can use AI to sense changes in science, employment, and regional needs; design 

modular programs; support lifelong learning; and connect disciplinary knowledge. The competitive 

advantage of a university will not be access to the same model available to students worldwide. It will be 

the quality of its academic community, curriculum, mentorship, research culture, and legitimate 

integration of AI. 

21.3 Public administration: from transaction automation to responsive governance 

Public agencies face large case volumes, complex regulations, and expectations of equal treatment. AI can 

help classify documents, identify eligibility evidence, translate services, detect anomalies, and support 

caseworkers. The strategic objective should be public value: access, fairness, timeliness, accountability, 

and effective policy. 

Public-sector systems require strong contestability because citizens cannot always choose another 

provider. Automated decisions affecting benefits, taxation, licensing, policing, or public employment may 

implicate rights and due process. Agencies should disclose material AI use, provide understandable 

reasons, preserve human review, and monitor effects across populations. 

AI can also support policy learning. It can synthesize consultation, model implementation scenarios, 

identify service bottlenecks, and compare outcomes across regions. Yet democratic legitimacy cannot be 

automated. Elected officials, public servants, experts, and citizens must deliberate about goals and trade-

offs. 
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21.4 Forestry, agriculture, and environmental management 

AI can integrate satellite imagery, sensors, weather, field reports, biodiversity data, and community 

knowledge. Applications include detecting deforestation, forecasting fire, monitoring pests, optimizing 

irrigation, estimating carbon, and planning restoration. Strategic partnership connects detection with 

institutional response and local participation. 

A forest-monitoring model may identify rapid land-cover change, but action depends on legal authority, 

field verification, community relationships, enforcement capacity, and alternative livelihoods. Indigenous 

and local knowledge can reveal ecological and social conditions not visible in remote sensing. Data 

governance should recognize rights and avoid extracting knowledge without benefit sharing. 

Environmental optimization must be multi-objective. Maximizing short-term yield can undermine soil, 

water, biodiversity, and future resilience. AI can make trade-offs explicit and simulate long-term 

consequences, while legitimate institutions decide how present and future interests should be balanced. 

21.5 Small and medium-sized enterprises 

SMEs can benefit from AI because natural-language interfaces reduce the need for large technical teams. 

They can improve customer communication, analyze cash flow, prepare export documentation, translate 

content, manage inventory, and access specialized knowledge. Yet SMEs face limited data, capital, 

security capability, and bargaining power with vendors. 

A strategic path begins with a specific business constraint, uses trusted cloud services with clear data 

protections, and keeps humans responsible for customer and financial commitments. Industry 

associations, universities, government agencies, and shared service providers can supply training, 

evaluation, and sector knowledge. Collective infrastructure may allow SMEs to gain capability without 

surrendering data or independence. 

22. Emerging Economies and the Indonesian Context 

AI strategy cannot be copied unchanged from technology-intensive firms in wealthy economies. Emerging 

economies face different combinations of infrastructure, informality, linguistic diversity, regulatory 

capacity, capital constraints, and social priorities. They also possess opportunities to leapfrog legacy 

systems and design AI around mobile access, local ecosystems, and developmental needs. 

22.1 Strategic priorities 

For Indonesia, high-value domains include agriculture and fisheries, logistics across an archipelagic 

geography, disaster preparedness, public health, education, financial inclusion, tourism, manufacturing, 
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biodiversity, and public administration. AI can help address scale and geographic dispersion, but national 

value will depend on institutional capability and local relevance. 

The strategic question is not simply how quickly Indonesian organizations adopt foreign models. It is how 

AI strengthens domestic knowledge, productivity, resilience, and human development. Imported models 

may perform unevenly across Bahasa Indonesia, regional languages, local legal concepts, cultural 

expressions, and sector-specific realities. Investment in local datasets, evaluation, research, and talent is 

therefore essential. 

22.2 Infrastructure and inclusion 

AI systems depend on electricity, connectivity, cloud services, devices, and digital identity. Unequal 

infrastructure can turn an innovation into a new barrier. Service design should include low-bandwidth 

modes, mobile-first access, regional languages, accessibility, and human channels. Offline or edge 

solutions may be appropriate in remote settings. 

Digital inclusion is not only access to an interface. Users need literacy, trust, and the ability to challenge 

errors. Teachers, health workers, farmers, civil servants, and SME owners require role-specific support. 

National capability grows when AI is embedded in institutions of education and extension rather than 

offered only as consumer applications. 

22.3 Local knowledge and cultural context 

Indonesia's diversity is a strategic resource. Local agricultural practices, ecological knowledge, languages, 

and social institutions such as mutual cooperation can contribute to contextually appropriate systems. AI 

development should involve communities as partners, not merely data sources. 

Local knowledge presents governance challenges. Who owns digitized cultural material? Who benefits 

when it is used to train or enrich systems? How are sacred, private, or community-restricted materials 

protected? Strategic partnership at national scale requires benefit sharing, consent, provenance, and 

respect for collective rights. 

22.4 SMEs and productivity diffusion 

Because SMEs account for a major share of employment and economic activity, productivity gains must 

diffuse beyond large corporations. Shared sector platforms can provide market intelligence, bookkeeping 

assistance, quality guidance, translation, and supply-chain coordination. Universities and polytechnics can 

serve as regional capability hubs, helping enterprises evaluate tools and redesign work. 

Policy should avoid equating adoption with the purchase of licenses. Grants and incentives should support 

complementary investment: data readiness, process redesign, cybersecurity, workforce development, 
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and evaluation. Public procurement can stimulate responsible local innovation if requirements are 

transparent and accessible to smaller firms. 

22.5 Sovereignty and interdependence 

AI sovereignty does not require technological isolation. No country is fully self-sufficient across 

semiconductors, cloud infrastructure, models, data, and applications. Strategic sovereignty means 

maintaining informed choices, protecting critical data and systems, developing domestic capability, 

diversifying dependencies, and negotiating fair participation in global ecosystems. 

Indonesia can combine international models with local adaptation, open technologies, national research 

capacity, and sectoral partnerships. Universities have a central role in independent evaluation, 

interdisciplinary education, policy analysis, and the development of public-interest applications. 

Government has a role in infrastructure, standards, competition, rights protection, and mission-oriented 

innovation. 

22.6 Developmental governance 

Emerging economies should not be forced to choose between innovation and protection. Weak 

governance can allow harmful experimentation on populations with limited recourse. Excessively rigid 

governance can reinforce dependence on large foreign firms that alone can afford compliance. 

Proportionate, capability-building governance is required. 

Regulatory sandboxes, public test facilities, shared evaluation resources, and clear risk tiers can help. High-

impact systems deserve strong scrutiny regardless of provider size. At the same time, low-risk local 

innovation should have accessible pathways. The objective is a developmental compact in which AI 

advances productivity and inclusion while strengthening institutions. 

23. An Executive and Board Agenda 

AI requires sustained attention from senior leadership, but executive involvement should focus on 

strategic choices rather than product demonstrations. A practical agenda can be organized around ten 

questions. 

7. Purpose: Which stakeholder problems and strategic uncertainties are important enough to justify 

AI investment? 

8. Portfolio: Are initiatives balanced across efficiency, growth, resilience, learning, and capability 

building? 

9. Differentiation: Which complementary assets will make our use of widely available AI distinctive? 
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10. Work: How will roles, decision rights, career paths, and employee experience change? 

11. Evidence: What baselines, evaluations, and counterfactuals support our value claims? 

12. Risk: Which systems are high impact, and what is our appetite for error, autonomy, and 

dependency? 

13. Accountability: Who owns each outcome, and can that person meaningfully control the system? 

14. Trust: What explanations, choices, and recourse do employees, customers, and citizens receive? 

15. Resilience: What happens if a model, vendor, data source, or regulatory assumption changes? 

16. Learning: How do outcomes, disagreements, and incidents improve future decisions? 

Boards should receive an enterprise AI map rather than a list of experiments. The map should show 

material systems, affected stakeholders, risk tier, accountable owner, model and vendor dependencies, 

data domains, performance evidence, incidents, and planned changes. It should connect AI to strategy, 

human capital, cybersecurity, compliance, and capital allocation. 

Executives should also examine concentration. A firm may have dozens of applications that depend on 

one provider, one knowledge pipeline, or one small technical team. Apparent diversification at the 

interface can conceal systemic dependency. Scenario exercises should consider service interruption, price 

increase, model degradation, legal restriction, intellectual-property dispute, and major trust failure. 

Leadership should establish non-delegable decisions. These may include final authorization of high-impact 

personnel actions, significant financial commitments, clinical decisions, legal representations, public 

policy judgments, and changes to risk appetite. The list will vary by organization, but ambiguity should not 

be allowed to emerge only after an incident. 

Finally, leaders should ask whether AI is strengthening the institution. Are employees learning? Are 

decisions more transparent? Is knowledge more accessible? Are customers treated more fairly? Can the 

organization adapt faster? If efficiency improves while institutional capacity erodes, the partnership is 

strategically unsound. 

24. The Future: Agentic Organizations, New Boundaries, and Human 

Purpose 

The next phase of enterprise AI is likely to involve more capable multimodal systems, longer context, 

specialized models, tool-using agents, and coordination among multiple agents. Natural-language 

interfaces will sit above databases, software, sensors, and workflows. The cost of creating analyses, 

media, code, and organizational artifacts will continue to fall. 
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24.1 Agentic work and control 

Agentic systems can decompose goals, select tools, execute steps, observe results, and revise plans. This 

enables forms of process automation that are more adaptive than traditional scripts. A procurement agent 

might compare demand, contracts, inventory, supplier risk, and budget before proposing orders. A 

research agent might retrieve literature, analyze data, draft hypotheses, and prepare an evidence map. 

The danger is that small errors compound across steps. An agent can act on fabricated information, 

misunderstand a policy, or use a legitimate permission in an unintended way. Multi-agent systems may 

create interactions that are difficult to predict or audit. Organizations should introduce autonomy 

gradually, beginning with observation and recommendation, then bounded execution with confirmation, 

and only later broader autonomy when evidence supports it. 

The most important design principle is controllability. Goals, permissions, budgets, time limits, tools, data 

access, monitoring, and stop conditions should be explicit. High-impact actions should remain behind 

authorization gates. Agent performance should be evaluated on end-to-end outcomes, not only the 

plausibility of intermediate text. 

24.2 Changing organizational boundaries 

AI lowers coordination costs and may shift what firms perform internally, outsource, or organize through 

platforms. Small teams can access capabilities once requiring large departments. Professional services 

may unbundle as clients perform more analysis internally while seeking experts for judgment, assurance, 

and complex change. 

At the same time, integration may favor large ecosystems with data, infrastructure, and distribution. 

Strategic choice will involve where to build, buy, partner, or share. Organizations should preserve critical 

knowledge and avoid outsourcing the ability to understand their own decisions. 

The boundary between product and service will blur. Products will be monitored, adapted, and supported 

continuously. Organizations may develop "digital colleagues" or agents representing functions, 

customers, or assets. Governance must ensure that synthetic representation does not silence actual 

people. 

24.3 The economics of abundant cognition 

Generative AI makes some forms of cognitive output abundant: drafts, summaries, translations, code 

variants, and analyses. Scarcity shifts toward trusted evidence, attention, judgment, relationships, 

physical execution, and legitimate authority. Strategy should focus on these new bottlenecks. 
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When content is abundant, authenticity and provenance become valuable. When analysis is abundant, 

decision discipline becomes valuable. When personalization is abundant, respectful boundaries become 

valuable. When technical capability is accessible, institutional trust and distinctive knowledge become 

valuable. 

24.4 Human purpose 

The deepest strategic question concerns what organizations choose to do with released human capacity. 

Efficiency gains can be captured as lower costs, higher volume, better quality, shorter work, greater 

learning, or expanded service. This distribution is a managerial and political choice. 

AI can support human flourishing if it reduces drudgery, expands access to expertise, enables creativity, 

improves safety, and helps institutions respond to complex problems. It can undermine flourishing if it 

concentrates power, intensifies surveillance, manipulates behavior, weakens expertise, or excludes 

people from consequential decisions. 

The future is therefore not determined by model capability alone. It is shaped by governance, ownership, 

education, organizational design, and social values. Strategic partnership is a commitment to direct 

technological capability toward purposes for which humans remain willing to accept responsibility. 

25. Research Agenda: Questions for Management Scholarship 

The strategic-partner perspective creates a research agenda that goes beyond adoption intention and 

short-term productivity. Management scholarship should examine how human-AI configurations alter 

organizations over time, why similar tools produce different outcomes, and which institutions can direct 

AI toward broadly shared value. 

25.1 The appropriate unit of analysis 

Many studies evaluate an individual completing a bounded task with or without AI. This design is 

necessary for causal evidence, but strategy operates at team, organizational, ecosystem, and institutional 

levels. Individual productivity can increase while team coordination deteriorates, organizational 

knowledge becomes homogeneous, or customers lose trust. Future research should use multilevel designs 

that connect task outcomes with changes in routines, structure, capability, and stakeholder relationships. 

Longitudinal field research is particularly important. Initial performance gains may reflect novelty, extra 

support, or selection of enthusiastic users. Over time, organizations may improve through learning, 

decline through complacency, or experience deskilling. Studies should track how collaboration patterns, 

expertise, and governance coevolve. 
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25.2 Contingencies of human-AI complementarity 

The proposition that humans and AI are complementary should not be accepted as universal. Vaccaro et 

al. (2024) find that human-AI combinations do not automatically outperform the best individual actor. 

Complementarity depends on task structure, error correlation, information sharing, sequence, expertise, 

trust, and aggregation rules. 

Research should identify configurations in which independent parallel judgment is superior to sequential 

assistance, when explanations improve decisions, and when they create overconfidence. It should 

examine how users recognize the jagged frontier and whether uncertainty communication produces 

calibrated reliance. Experiments can compare work designs, while field studies reveal how incentives and 

hierarchy affect actual behavior. 

25.3 Strategy formation and cognitive diversity 

AI may expand strategic search while also generating convergence around dominant patterns. Research 

should examine whether organizations using similar foundation models become strategically 

homogeneous. Do proprietary data and prompts preserve differentiation? Does model diversity improve 

scenario quality? When does AI-supported dissent challenge managerial bias, and when does persuasive 

fluency reinforce it? 

Csaszar et al. (2024) identify search, representation, and aggregation as central cognitive processes. Each 

offers testable questions. AI may increase the number of alternatives but reduce their novelty. It may 

improve representations while obscuring uncertainty. It may aggregate distributed knowledge but erase 

minority views. Research should evaluate the conditions under which these effects occur. 

25.4 Dynamic capabilities and cumulative advantage 

AI capability may influence performance through dynamic capabilities rather than direct automation. 

Scholars can examine whether sensing improves only when organizations possess decentralized attention 

and whether seizing depends on resource flexibility. The transition from pilot to transformation deserves 

special attention because many organizations demonstrate technical feasibility without changing 

routines. 

Cumulative learning is another frontier. Organizations that capture feedback may develop evaluation data 

and process knowledge that improve future systems. This can create increasing returns and path 

dependence. Research should examine whether such learning creates durable advantage or whether 

vendors capture most benefits through shared platforms. 
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25.5 Work, expertise, and inequality 

Productivity evidence suggests that AI may help less experienced workers, but the long-term development 

of expertise is uncertain. Studies should examine redesigned apprenticeship, career ladders, professional 

identity, and the quality of judgment after extended AI reliance. Which tasks must novices still practice? 

Can AI coaching accelerate expertise without producing dependence? How do experts' roles change when 

routine work disappears? 

Distributional research should move beyond aggregate employment counts. AI can affect wages, 

autonomy, monitoring, workload, mobility, and bargaining power. Effects may differ by gender, language, 

disability, occupation, region, and contractual status. Participatory research can reveal consequences that 

administrative data miss. 

25.6 Governance effectiveness 

There is extensive work on ethical principles and growing work on governance frameworks, but less causal 

evidence about which controls work. Researchers should compare impact assessments, human-oversight 

designs, model documentation, audit practices, incident systems, and recourse mechanisms. They should 

examine whether governance improves performance and trust, becomes symbolic compliance, or 

unintentionally favors large organizations. 

Human oversight is a particularly urgent topic. Research can measure whether reviewers have sufficient 

time, independence, and skill, how often overrides improve outcomes, and whether responsibility 

becomes unfairly transferred to frontline users. Contestability should be evaluated from the perspective 

of affected people, not only system owners. 

25.7 Emerging economies and institutional diversity 

Most influential evidence comes from a limited set of countries, languages, firms, and professional tasks. 

Strategic AI research should include emerging economies, SMEs, public institutions, informal work, and 

communities with limited digital infrastructure. Local languages and cultural contexts are not peripheral 

variables; they shape data, meaning, trust, and inclusion. 

Comparative research can examine how institutional quality, education, regulation, and infrastructure 

influence outcomes. It can identify models for shared capability that allow SMEs and public institutions to 

benefit without becoming dependent on a few providers. Research partnerships should include local 

scholars and communities in governance and benefit sharing. 



Prof. Ir. Rudy C. Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Artificial Intelligence as a Strategic Partner: Beyond Automation 

53 

25.8 Methods for a rapidly changing technology 

AI research faces a moving-target problem. Model versions, interfaces, prices, and user familiarity change 

quickly. Studies should document technical configuration, prompts, evaluation conditions, user training, 

and dates. Replication across models and time is essential. 

Mixed methods are especially valuable. Randomized experiments estimate effects; ethnography reveals 

workarounds and power; process studies explain transformation; audits identify distributional outcomes; 

simulations explore system interactions; and design science develops usable governance artifacts. No 

single method is sufficient for a phenomenon that is simultaneously technical, organizational, and 

institutional. 

The research objective should be explanatory as well as predictive. Scholars should not only ask whether 

AI improves performance, but why, for whom, at what cost, under which governance, and with what long-

term effect on organizational capability. These questions are central to understanding AI as a strategic 

partner. 

26. Conclusion 

Artificial intelligence should not be confined to the category of automation, nor elevated to an 

autonomous strategist. Its most productive role lies between these extremes: a governed strategic 

partner that expands organizational cognition and action while remaining subordinate to human purpose 

and accountability. 

Automation creates efficiency when tasks are stable and measurable. Augmentation combines machine 

scale with human context and judgment. Strategic partnership connects AI to the recurring institutional 

processes of sensing, framing, exploring, deciding, implementing, monitoring, and learning. The transition 

among these logics is not produced by a more powerful model alone. It requires complementary assets, 

redesigned work, dynamic capabilities, trusted data relationships, modular architecture, leadership, and 

responsible governance. 

The evidence supports disciplined ambition. Generative AI can improve productivity, help less 

experienced workers, broaden strategic search, and accelerate innovation. It also exhibits a jagged 

capability frontier, produces confident errors, can reduce diversity, and may amplify bias or dependency. 

The rational response is calibrated reliance based on task-specific evidence. 

Competitive advantage will not come from simply possessing tools that competitors can also purchase. It 

will come from a coherent activity system that combines proprietary and legitimate knowledge, human 
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expertise, feedback loops, stakeholder trust, and the capacity to reconfigure. Governance is part of that 

advantage because it enables organizations to move with justified confidence. 

The proposed AI Strategic Partnership Framework offers seven layers: strategic intent; value and risk 

portfolio; data and knowledge foundation; human-AI operating model; technology and integration; 

responsible governance; and learning and performance renewal. Its central principle is coherence. Each 

layer should support the same stakeholder purpose, and each deployment should remain governable as 

it scales. 

Beyond automation does not mean beyond people. It means beyond the assumption that value is created 

only by removing human effort. The more significant opportunity is to improve the quality of attention, 

knowledge, judgment, coordination, and adaptation. Organizations that pursue this opportunity can use 

AI not merely to do existing work faster, but to become wiser, more resilient, and more capable of serving 

society. 
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Glossary 

Agentic AI. AI configured to pursue a goal through multiple steps, select tools, observe results, and adapt 

its plan within defined permissions. 

AI capability. The organizational ability to mobilize data, technology, skills, processes, and intangible 

resources to create value from AI. 

AI governance. The structures, policies, roles, controls, and assurance practices through which an 

organization directs and monitors AI. 

AI literacy. The knowledge and practical judgment needed to use, evaluate, and govern AI appropriately. 

Algorithmic management. The use of algorithms to allocate, direct, evaluate, or control work. 

Algorithmic bias. Systematic differences in AI outcomes that may arise from data, objectives, design, 

deployment context, or social structures. 

Algorithmic transparency. The availability of meaningful information about an AI system's purpose, data, 

logic, limitations, performance, and use. 

Automation. The substitution of machine performance for human execution of a defined task or process. 

Automation bias. A tendency to accept automated recommendations despite contradictory evidence. 

Augmentation. The use of AI to extend human capability while a person remains substantively involved 

in the work or decision. 

Calibrated trust. Reliance on AI that corresponds to demonstrated capability and known limitations in a 

particular context. 

Complementary assets. Resources such as data, expertise, workflows, brands, relationships, and 

governance that allow a technology to create value. 

Confabulation. Generated content that is plausible in form but unsupported, incorrect, or fabricated; 

often called hallucination. 

Contestability. The ability of an affected person to question, correct, appeal, or obtain review of an AI-

influenced outcome. 

Data drift. Change in the statistical characteristics of inputs over time. 

Data lineage. A record of the origin, transformations, movement, and use of data. 
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Datasheet for datasets. Structured documentation of a dataset's motivation, composition, collection, 

uses, and limitations. 

Decision architecture. The designed allocation of roles, evidence, sequence, authority, escalation, and 

feedback in a decision process. 

Digital transformation. Organizational change through digital technologies that alters value creation, 

structures, processes, and stakeholder relationships. 

Dynamic capabilities. Capabilities that enable an organization to sense change, seize opportunities, and 

transform its resources and activities. 

Ecosystem orchestration. Coordination of interdependent partners, platforms, data, and governance to 

create and distribute value. 

Embedding. A numerical representation that captures relationships among data objects, often used for 

semantic search and retrieval. 

Evaluation set. A curated set of tasks, inputs, and expected criteria used to assess AI performance. 

Explainability. The extent to which relevant people can understand reasons, evidence, or mechanisms 

sufficiently for their purpose. 

Foundation model. A broadly trained model adaptable to many downstream tasks. 

Generative AI. AI that produces new text, images, audio, video, code, or other content in response to 

context and instructions. 

Graceful degradation. The ability of a system to maintain safe, limited operation when a component fails 

or confidence declines. 

Guardrail. A technical or procedural constraint intended to prevent or detect undesired AI behavior. 

High-impact AI. AI whose use may materially affect rights, safety, livelihood, access, or significant 

organizational resources. 

Human in the loop. A workflow in which a person reviews, guides, or authorizes an AI-supported process; 

meaningfulness depends on competence and authority. 

Human-AI teaming. Coordinated interdependence between people and AI in pursuit of shared work 

objectives. 

Inference. The operation of using a trained model to produce a prediction or generated output. 
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Jagged technological frontier. The uneven boundary separating tasks on which AI performs well from 

superficially similar tasks on which it may fail. 

Knowledge grounding. Supplying an AI system with selected, relevant evidence or organizational context. 

Large language model (LLM). A model trained on large-scale language data to predict and generate 

sequences and perform language-related tasks. 

Least privilege. A security principle that gives a user or system only the minimum permissions needed for 

an authorized task. 

Model card. Structured documentation describing a model's intended use, performance, evaluation 

conditions, and limitations. 

Model drift. Deterioration or change in model performance as data, behavior, or environment changes. 

Model risk. Potential adverse consequences arising from model error, misuse, poor implementation, or 

misunderstanding of limitations. 

Multimodal AI. AI that processes or generates more than one type of data, such as text, images, audio, 

and video. 

Organizational ambidexterity. The capacity to exploit current operations while exploring future 

opportunities. 

Organizational learning. The process through which experience and evidence change shared knowledge, 

routines, and future action. 

Prompt injection. An attempt to manipulate an AI system through malicious or conflicting instructions in 

inputs or retrieved content. 

Provenance. Information about the origin, ownership, history, and transformation of data or generated 

content. 

Red teaming. Structured adversarial testing intended to discover vulnerabilities, misuse, and failure 

modes. 

Responsible AI. The design, development, deployment, and use of AI consistent with safety, fairness, 

accountability, privacy, human agency, and applicable law. 

Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG). A method that retrieves relevant sources and supplies them to 

a generative model when producing an answer. 

Risk appetite. The amount and type of risk an organization is prepared to accept in pursuit of objectives. 
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Shadow AI. Use of AI tools outside approved organizational visibility, security, or governance. 

Sociotechnical system. A system whose outcomes are jointly shaped by technology, people, work, 

structures, incentives, and institutions. 

Strategic partnership. An organizational arrangement in which AI contributes across inquiry, decision, 

action, and learning while humans retain purpose and accountability. 

Supervised autonomy. AI execution within defined boundaries, permissions, monitoring, and human 

intervention conditions. 

Synthetic content. Text, image, audio, video, or data generated or substantially modified by AI. 

Tool use. The ability of an AI system to invoke external applications, databases, calculators, or services. 

Total cost of ownership. Full lifecycle cost including technology, data, integration, training, governance, 

monitoring, support, and exit. 

Traceability. The ability to reconstruct data, model versions, prompts, sources, decisions, actions, and 

outcomes. 

Value alignment. The design and governance of AI so that its behavior supports legitimate human and 

organizational values. 

Vendor lock-in. Dependence that makes changing a technology provider costly or operationally difficult. 
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