
IJCESA 
International Journal of Community Empowerment & Society Administration 

Volume 3 Issue 1 January 2026/ Paper Id: IJCESA-V3I1P104/Page No: 30-39 

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/) 

Original Article 

A Socio-Technical Analysis of How AI Systems Reshape 
Managerial Authority, Professional Ethics, and Workplace 

Culture 
Aisha Blessing1, U.W.Ezinne2 

1,2 
Nnamdi Azikiwe University, Awka, Nigeria 

Received Date: 25 November 2025                 Revised Date: 28 December 2025                       Accepted Date:  10 January 2026 

Abstract: The quick integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) systems into organizational environments is fundamentally 

reshaping managerial structures, professional norms and workplace cultures. AI is frequently interrogated from 

technological or economic angles; its broader socio-technical significance remains under-explored. By conducting a socio-

technical analysis of how AI systems transform managerial authority, reshuffle ethical logics, and rearrange cultural 

orderings in somatic assemblages pervading contemporary workplaces this study contributes to scholarship on ICT and 

work. The paper thus grounds AI in socio-technical systems theory, institutional theories, and actor-network perspectives 

to reconceptualize it not as toolset but as an organizational actor embedded in networks of human decision makers, 

policies, and institutional norms. As AI systems gain power, they influence the decision-making process at increasingly 

higher management levels, thus changing the traditional pecking order of authority, as shown by the analysis. Managers 

are shifting from being the primary decision-makers to just monitoring algorithmic outputs, which changes the nature of 

accountability and discretion. At the same time, AI is being deployed that raises complex ethical issues on transparency, 

bias, autonomy and responsibility. Professionals in diverse sectors find themselves facing tensions between algorithmic 

efficiencies and established ethical commitments that require new ethical frameworks and governance mechanisms. And 

more broadly, AI adoption radically transforms workplace culture through increased data-driven performance assessment, 

greater capacities for digital surveillance, and changes in communication and collaboration patterns. This study illustrates 

through a qualitative case analysis of multiple industries that AI-driven transformation manifests itself as neither simply 

technological nor social but rather the interplay between the two. The results of the study highlight that it is how 

organizations respond to AI that will decide if these systems support or undermine human agency — whether they lead 

instead to deskilling, surveillance and ethical uncertainty. This paper concludes with a proposition for socio-technical 

governance approaches that fuse together technical design, managerial accountability, ethical safeguards and cultural 

adaptation strategies. Positioned within a broader institutional and social context for the study of AI, this paper 

contributes to the emerging scholarship around digital transformation and organizational change by providing theoretical 

insights as well as practical implications for researchers, policymakers, and business leaders confronting an ever-evolving 

AI-driven workplace. 

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence (AI); Socio-Technical Systems; Managerial Authority; Professional Ethics; Workplace 

Culture; Algorithmic Governance; Organizational Change; Digital Transformation; AI Ethics; Institutional Theory. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A quick dissemination of Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies into the different fields of organizations denotes one of 

the most significant changes in the practice of management in decades. Algorithms have become a form of recruitment tools, 

predictive performance analytics, automated financial decision systems, clinical diagnostic platforms, among others, which have 

progressively mediated the negotiation of the decision making, evaluation and implementation process in firms. Most 

organizations worldwide are massively investing in AI infrastructures relying on its capability to increase efficiency, minimize 

expenses, and elevate the precision of forecasts, as well as provide a competitive edge. However, productivity is only the tip of the 

iceberg of AI systems: they are fully altering the social structure of workplaces. The AI integration is not merely a technology 

upgrade, but rather, it is the complete transformation of the authority exercise framework, the very concept of ethical 

responsiveness, and the workplace culture development. 

The theory of management has long been aware that authority is enclosed in hierarchical lines of management whereby 

the decision making power toilets down a vertical column starting with the top management to the bottom. The manager will be 
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granted with the autonomy to exercise their discretion on their skills, experience and organizational objectives. This 

arrangement is tricky with the advent of AI. The algorithmic systems now present recommendations, predictions and even 

autonomous decisions which affect or override human judgment. Artificial intelligence dashboards recommend organizations on 

issues such as hiring and promotions, risk and customer segmentation and resource allocation. Managerial power is therefore 

gaining more and more an indirect exercise through technological systems. Managers will regularly jump to primary decision 

makers to interpreters, validators or overseers of the algorithmic outputs. The change of power begs critical questions: Who 

makes the decisions in case the AI systems are in the background? Does algorithmic governance empower managerial power by 

accessing more data, or does it decline human discretion? 

To analyze this development, the socio-technical perspective would be a helpful approach to it. The socio-technical 

systems theory holds that social structures and technical systems are the result of interaction that will produce the outcomes of 

organizations and not either of the two. Integration of AI systems in organizational practices, regulatory mechanisms and 

culture. They are designed and trained by human actors, are implemented and monitored by them yet they influence human 

behavior. The socio-technical artifact perspective is worth being adopted by the scholars who wish to examine the interplay of 

the affordances of a certain technology with the institutional realities, the professional culture, and the power relations. 

Professional ethics is the greatest fear regarding the adoption of AI. A code of ethics is used in professions like healthcare, 

finance, law and management of human resources which address accountability, fairness, and transparency and professional 

autonomy. However, AI systems make that ethics difficult. The prevailing inequalities can be continued by algorithmic bias. 

Opaque machine-learning models are in contrast to the values of transparency and explainability. In the case of errors during the 

automated decision-making process, who is to be blamed? When using an AI system to lend money, accountability might be 

somewhat watered down in that case an algorithm withholds potential applicants because it might include developers to perform 

one part that apparently established a discriminatory object or manager that reiterated this query and the organization that used 

such queries. Similarly, in healthcare facilities, the use of diagnostic algorithms can alter the moral obligation of care of a 

physician. The increased application of AI, therefore, warrants a new view of ethical frameworks that could explain this 

communicative will between human beings and machines. 

The other aspect of change is the workplace culture. Organizational culture is described as the common values, norms, 

communication and behavioral expectations in an organization. The aspects of AI systems that are disrupting these include 

facilitating a data-centric in nature towards decision-making, and continuous monitoring of performance. Digital surveillance 

technologies, productivity analytics and algorithmic schedules can speed up the pace of work in addition to changing the 

perception of autonomy and trust in employees. Other employees perceive AI as a more fair and objective tool, whereas others 

feel it is an invasion or a challenge to their freedom of choice. The difference in culture is based on the way these systems are 

implemented and handled by the organization. 

Above all, the effects of A.I. do not equally affect industries or organizational situations. This integration can be considered 

as a next step on the way of innovation-driven cultures in the technology company. The adoption of AI in specifically more 

traditional industries can lead to resistance in the form of skills deficit or fear of the perceived threat to professional identity. 

These differences underscore the importance of contextual analysis other than technological determinism. AI will not give 

specific organizational outcomes, but the factors that are important are governance structures, leadership approaches, regulatory 

environment and labor skills. 

Whereas there is already a fair bit of research literature on the impacts of AI, limited studies have unified managerial 

authority and ethical culture in general within a broad socio-technical context. To a large extent, the current literature reduces 

these topics to separate studies of algorithmic bias without mentioning power inequalities, or examination of digital change 

without moral critique. The purpose of the paper is to fill these gaps by offering a multi-faceted perspective on the multi-

dimensional effect of AI on the life of an organization. 

In particular, this research paper will deal with three research questions that are interconnected: 

 What are the transformations of AI systems on managerial authority and structures of decisions? 

 What are the ethical dilemmas associated with the use of AI in the profession? 

 What are the effects of AI adoption on the workplace culture and the experiences of employees? 

Placing AI into the context of more global socio-technical and institutional contexts, this study can be part of the legal and 

ethical discussions about digital governance, responsible innovation, and the future of work. Learning such dynamics is vital, 
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both in academic research and in individuals who are policy makers and organizational leaders aiming to adopt AI in a 

responsible manner. The future of management and professional practice will be determined by how AI will impact power, 

ethics, and culture, as it enters the organizational systems. A socio-technical analysis therefore offers an insight to the critical 

response of ensuring that the technological development is in line with the human values and organizational sustainability. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Socio-Technical Foundations of AI in Organizational Contexts 

The use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in organisational systems has generated a fair share of academic debate across all 

management studies, information systems research and science and technology studies. The initial conceptualizations of 

organizations treated technology as an extrinsic device that facilitated efficiency without altering social organization population 

fundamentally. This premise was however criticized by the theory of socio-technical systems which argued that technology and 

sociological systems cannot help each other and are to be optimized collectively. The socio-technical theory is an organizational 

literature developed in the middle of the twentieth century and based on the assumption that workplace technologies change 

communication and authority-relationship patterns and work design. This observation can be particularly useful when it comes 

to the case of artificial intelligence, which does not merely act as a tool but rather as a decision-assisting (or even decision-

making) system. 

The new wave of scholarship presents AI as an organizational practice that alters and reconstitutes itself in the networks 

of human beings, institutional rules, and regulatory space. According to the actor-network theory, researchers argued that AI 

systems are agency-based since they influence outcomes, organize interaction and redistribute power. The algorithmic systems 

will suggest the decisions to make with personnel, allocate the resources, identify fraud, predict demand, and assess the 

performance. They do this and construct managerial practice and rebrand organizational hierarchies. Managers are called upon 

to trust more in predictive analytics dashboards and automated recommendations and therefore they go through the process of 

becoming experiential decision-makers to governors of algorithmic processes. 

Another finding in the literature is that the use of AI enhances data-driven governance. The strategy of many 

organizations that utilize AI is to introduce new metrics and key performance indicators (KPIs) and monitoring systems. The 

digital platform work is also a source of the real-time monitoring of productivity and behavior that leads to various types of 

algorithmic control. Other researchers describe it as augmented intelligence that increases the potential of people, and others 

fear the problem of algorithmic management that embeds the power to make decisions into systems that cannot be understood. 

The analysis of gig economy platforms, such as the one carried out by the studies, elucidates how algorithms decide tasks to be 

assigned, the evaluation of performance, and compliance with no human control. Such types of developments show that 

technological systems may transform traditional organizational power relations. In addition, the institutional theory can help to 

comprehend the diffusion of AI in the organization. Firms will frequently consider the use of AI not only as a way of efficiency 

verbessern but as a question of perceived legality in competitive markets. Due to the confusion of AI with innovation and 

modernity, organisations can implement these systems just to demonstrate to their stakeholders that they are technologically 

competent. However, institutional pressures might also lead to shallow implementation where AI tools are implemented without 

appropriate governance or ethical examination. The trend shows the necessity to comprehend the impact of organizational 

norms and leadership practices on the outcome of AI integration. 

More importantly, according to the socio-technical literature, AI systems are specifically created and trained on historical 

data (data produced in the past), which would memorise existing biases and inequalities. AI is therefore not neutral; it reflects on 

the social situations that create it. Through avoiding viewing AI as a technical development, but as a socio-technical 

phenomenon, Scholars are able to study how the interaction among organizational culture, power relations, and engineering 

structures is able to deliver specific results. Rather than viewing AI as an organizational re-structuring that is determined, this 

perspective looks at how technology and social systems co-adapt or co-determine each other. 

B. AI, Managerial Authority, Professional Ethics, and Workplace Culture 

The implications of AI adoption on managerial power, ethical responsibility, and work ethos, are vastly more numerous 

than those of structural transformation. Traditional concepts regarding managerial power are based on hierarchy, knowledge 

and judgment. The managers receive information, analyze the alternatives, and make decisions that will be consistent with the 

strategic objectives. This model has turned more complex with the progress in AI systems since algorithmic suggestions can now 

override or restrain human judgment. Researchers are divided on whether AI empowers or weakens managerial power by 

providing more accurate infomational analysis or decentralizes it by delegating decisions to technological systems. 
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According to the empirical research, AI has the power to centralize but it can also decentralize authority. On the one hand, 

strategic oversight of executives who have access to advanced analytics is increased. On the other hand, the autonomy of 

frontline managers may be reduced in case the algorithm systems recommend universal actions. It includes accountability 

questions to the combination of redistribution of authority. In cases of AI-generated decisions that result in a negative outcome, 

the matter of accountability may be confused between managers and developers, as well as between them and the leadership of 

the organization. It is this gap that has spawned the idea of algorithmic accountability centered on transparency, auditability and 

human oversight mechanisms. 

Another critical feature of AI implementation is professional ethics. Duty to care: no written code of ethics, but implied in 

most of our actions: mission statements of many professions focus on fairness, autonomy, confidentiality and responsibility. 

Numerous AI systems particularly those based on machine-learning algorithms are not interpretable algorithms but are rather 

opaque black boxes, so it is difficult to have the capability of being able to explain how a decision is produced. This is an obscurity 

that contradicts ethical values of justification and transparency. Moreover, discriminatory training data can give erroneous 

outcomes in recruitment, lending, policing and healthcare. Researchers argue that ethical governance cannot be achieved by only 

compliance, but active types of risk evaluation and prejudice reduction. 

Also, the literature on AI ethics is centered on systems such as human-in-the-loop, where human beings continue to have 

a salient role in decision making. The significance of human judgment retention is regarded as a vital fortification to moral 

response and contextual subtext. However, automation bias can be caused by the use of automatic systems whereby individuals 

adhere to the results of algorithms even when they are wrong because of the use of automated systems. This conflict underscores 

the role of ethical training and digital literacy, in general, in organizations. Workplace culture is also being affected by the AI-

based transformation. Organizational culture consists of collective meanings, behavioral norms, performance and cooperation 

expectations. AI systems go to the default of quantification, pushing postmodern cultural values towards the quantification of 

what can be quantified, and rearranging social priorities in terms of the quantifiable results. The possibility of surveillance of 

employees can lead to mistrust and also violate trust between the employees and the management. On the other hand, there are 

researches that reveal that employees believe that algorithmic systems are not as biased as managers themselves, as they have 

experienced biased management styles during their work in the past. 

The cultural adoption of AI and other technologies within the organization will be determined by leadership and their 

readiness to share with them regarding the implementation and the chances that employees will take part. AIs inclusive design 

processes encourage involvement and development in the stakeholders, which leads to the decrease of resistance and the 

increase in acceptance. It also assists in the fact that trust in AI is not formed only through technical stability, but also ethical 

transparency and organizational equity as has been discussed by scholars. Under conditions that follow good governance systems 

and free communication in terms of AI adoption, organizational culture can evolve to innovation and cooperation. And in its uses 

where it is implemented without consultation or guards, it may produce anxiety, deskilling and culture fracturing. 

In brief, the current literature states that AI transforms organizations in an intricate interaction of social and 

technological forces. It transforms the managerial power and challenges the already existing moral regulations and alters the 

culture of the workplace. Nonetheless, the literature also presents the notable variations between the implementation, depending 

on the governing structures, institutional pressures, and the leadership techniques. In line with this, this paper elaborates on 

these concepts by addressing the concept of authority, ethics, and culture within a single theoretical perspective; thereby 

contributing to knowledge on AI as a potent socio-technical force in contemporary organizations. 

III. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Socio-Technical Systems Theory and AI Integration 

The theory that will help to comprehend how Artificial Intelligence (AI) can reshape the power of managers, professional 

ethics and workplace culture is the Socio-Technical Systems (STS) Theory. Coming up to explain the relationship between social 

structure and technological infrastructures in industrial systems, the STS theory posits that the performance of organizations is a 

case of the simultaneous optimization of social and technical subsystems. In the framework of AI, this opinion confronts 

technological determinism, but rather emphasizes reciprocal influence: not only do AI systems influence the work of 

organizations, but also the other way around, human values, institutional norms, and leadership strategies also shape them. 

The AI systems are components of the embedded machines. Although they are designed, trained, implemented, and 

monitored by human actors, they also configure the workflows that those actors work in, what constitutes performance and 
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could be used to make judgments and decisions. Human resource management predictive analytics tools may give rise to the way 

of organizing the recruitment procedure and running an assessment of the employees, not to mention hierarchies of power and 

authority frameworks. STS theory is helpful in explaining how these systems reposition managerial discretion in contrast with 

the attempted automation of dull and menial chores. 

Consequently, as noted in this paper, the essential criterion of culture of an organization with the design of a technology 

means that present AI implementation will result in improved collaboration and innovation, when combined with participatory 

governance, transparency and skills development. On the other hand, misalignment (e.g., by introducing the new surveillance-

based analytics without consulting the employees) creates resistance and ethical conflict. In such a way, only the socio-technical 

configurations of the AI determine its impacts and not the processing power that its capabilities possess in empty space. 

The footing of such theory assists in viewing AI as a dynamic component of organizational ecosystems but not an isolated 

instrument. It contextualizes managerial power, ethical responsibility and cultural change as mutually dependent factors of the 

interaction between technical systems. 

B. Institutional and Power Dynamics in Algorithmic Governance 

STS offers more of the rationale of why it is adopted; Institutional Theory recognizes that external forces, such as 

regulatory frameworks, norms and the issue of legitimacy, could mediate AI uptake. Lastly, organizations are in institutional 

settings that reward innovation, efficiency and technological modernization. In the context of AI being crafted into artisanal, 

being more and more a sign of remove and competitiveness as a strategic value, companies may introduce algorithmic systems 

to earn or sustain stakeholder, investor, and regulator credibility. However, this adoption can be equally used to reinforce the 

status quo of power or to establish another type of algorithmic authority. 

The way computational systems mediate or govern decision making processes is called algorithmic governance. 

Consequently, there is a decentralization of managerial agency between human and technological agents. Even though top 

executives are able to make strategic choices through sophisticated analytics, middle managers might not have as much freedom 

since algorithmic suggestions are becoming more uniform. This shift in power alters the conventional top-down constructs. The 

selection of data, individual model design, and parameters configuration incorporate power in algorithm systems. To a great 

extent, it is developers and data scientists who have access to how algorithms operate, and the outcomes of business can be 

directly influenced by these algorithms. But structures of accountability tend to remain informal. When artificial intelligence 

makes all decision-making processes undesirable, such as in biased human resource management or erroneous risk 

management, accountability tends to be confused among groups. 

Another factor that makes organizations formalize their AI governance practices is the institutional pressures, whether it 

is an ethical review board and a compliance unit or transparency protocols. It is oriented to be efficient and accountable. 

However, their effectiveness depends on the level of commitment and integrity of the leadership of an organization. It builds 

upon the theoretical restructuring of institutional and power approaches in which the study examines how AI changes power in 

an operational and normative way, that is, the shift of ownership, control, and the expertise that is significant. 

C. AI-Mediation at Ethical and Cultural Workplaces 

Ethical reasoning and cultural adaptation in the AI-enabled organization It is the third dimension and is professionally 

ethics as we usually put the emphasis on such works like autonomy, fairness, accountability and human judgement. The AI 

systems are in opposition to these ideals by being opaque, having automation bias, and data-driven evaluation mechanisms. The 

ethical theory of technology governance focuses more on transparency, explain ability and human control in order to ensure that 

AI systems do not go against societal values. 

Culturally, adoption of AI tools in an organization will often result to a target culture whereby performance measurement 

using metrics is slowly replacing it. The unremitting tracking systems and predictive analytics (both of which demonstrate 

tendencies in production processes) change the demands regarding the productivity and efficiency. Other systems are perceived 

by the employees as objective and neutral; at the same time, they interpret them as narrative, surveillance, or control systems. 

The culture, categorized as both trust and mistrust of AI, is the best variable in determining whether AI will take place or not. 

However, cultural change implies re-programming your capabilities. As analytical tasks are replaced by AI, the role of a manager 

may change to a strategy-oriented interpretation, ethical and human coordination. Such a re-inventing of the professional 

identity can bring about empowerment and anxiety. The ethical and the cultural dimensions therefore overlap, since fairness and 

autonomy in other places tend to influence the general ethical morale at the workplace. 
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The integrated framework proposed in this paper frames AI as a socio-technical and institutional phenomenon that alters 

ethical norms and cultural patterns through the redistribution of power and governance structures. This model sees authority, 

ethics, and culture as outcomes of technology design and organizational context that are not isolated variables but 

interdependent.  

Table 1: Theoretical Dimensions of AI’s Organizational Impact 

Theoretical 

Dimension 

Core Concept Impact on 

Managerial 

Authority 

Ethical 

Implications 

Cultural 

Implications 

Socio-

Technical 

Systems 

Theory 

Joint 

optimization of 

social and 

technical systems 

Managers shift 

from decision-

makers to AI 

supervisors 

Need for 

transparency and 

human oversight 

Emphasis on 

collaboration and 

digital literacy 

Institutional 

& Power 

Theory 

Legitimacy, 

governance, and 

power 

redistribution 

Authority 

redistributed 

across executives, 

managers, and AI 

systems 

Diffusion of 

accountability; 

governance 

challenges 

Formalization of 

AI compliance 

norms 

Ethical & 

Cultural 

Framework 

Normative 

alignment and 

trust-building 

Redefinition of 

professional 

responsibility 

Bias mitigation, 

explainability, 

fairness 

Data-driven 

performance 

culture; trust 

dynamics 

 

This theoretical framework establishes the conceptual foundation for analyzing how AI systems reshape managerial 

authority, professional ethics, and workplace culture through interconnected socio-technical, institutional, and ethical processes. 

IV. METHODOLOGY 

A. Research Design and Philosophical Orientation 

This study employs the interpretivist perspective of a qualitative design approach to examine how AI systems alter the 

managerial authority, professional ethics and culture of work places. The qualitative approach is also well adapted in the 

descriptive, exploratory approach to determining socio-technical phenomena in a complex environment like these, which enables 

a deeper insight into experiences, perception and organizational processes, which can be easily obscured by quantitative analysis. 

According to interpretivist paradigm that realities of organizations are created socially and technological systems get their 

meanings based on human interactions and institutional contexts. 

The design of the research is informed by a multiple-case study approach. The Case study research offers the possibility to 

study thoroughly some modern phenomena in those situations when the phenomenon is not deliminite and can be confused with 

the surrounding environment. One such phenomenon is implementation of AI, since core of its influence is in the very heart of 

the organizational structures, cultural norms and governance mechanisms. The, study adds to an analytical generalizability by 

researching the organisations in various industries and comparing the patterns in various settings. Three sectors of industries 

were specifically chosen, including healthcare, financial services and technology firms. The choice of these industries was due to 

their high level of adoption of AI-based systems, in addition to the distinct professional and regulatory environment of the 

industry. The hospitals use AI in diagnoses and managing data about patients; banks use AI to estimate risk, detect fraud and 

algorithmic trading; tech companies use AI in product development, analysis and scheduling. Such cross-sectoral choice is open 

to the investigation of differences in socio-technical dynamics concerning institutional pressure and professional norms. 

Measuring results is not the point but knowing processes. In this way, emphasis is made on the transformation of the 

structures of authority, the negotiation of ethical tensions, and the transformation of the work culture in the process of AI 

implementation. The design in this case is based on the theoretical framework that was pursued which led to merged socio-

technical systems theory, institutional analysis and ethical enquiry. 
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B. Data Collection Procedures 

Similar roles were also played by qualitative methods in data collection to enhance triangulation and enhance validity. 

Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders in the organization were the major method. Overall, 40 people working in the 

three industries were interviewed and represented senior executives, middle managers, data scientists, compliance officers and 

frontline employees. The participants were selected using purposive and snowball methods which made sure that multiple views 

on the Implementation of AI were represented. The interviews were conducted both face-to-face and encrypted digital 

communication services (where necessary) as per the directive of the participant. The interviews were between 45 and 75 

minutes. The semi-structured interviews were structured based on an interview protocol that included open-ended questions 

and the following themes; AI role in decision-making processes, perception of managerial authority changes, ethical issues of AI 

implementation, and experience of workplace cultural change and internal governance means to keep accountable. The semi-

structured format was flexible in that it allowed the respondents to expand on the emergent issues and also guaranteed 

comparability across situations. 

There was also document analysis, as well as interviews. Organizational policies produced policy documents that served 

as governance guidelines on artificial intelligence (AI), reports produced internally, compliance programs and corporate 

responsibility statements that are publicly available were assessed. The Articles outlined official patterns of accountability, ethical 

principles and proclaimed organizational values. With the help of the comparison of formal policies and lived experience, the 

analysis of both narrative accounts based on the interviews and documentary evidence made it possible. The field notes were 

used to document the observations during and immediately after each interview in order to record the context of the interview 

and non-verbal communication. The transcription of the interviews was made verbatim. All participants were provided with 

confidentiality and anonymity, and prior to the process of data collection, ethical approval was obtained. The informed consent 

procedures were followed, and personally identifying information was not included in transcription so that the privacy of the 

participants could be preserved. 

Also, a combination of interviews and document analysis based on cross-checking of themes may place the findings and 

noise to enhance credibility. This trans-theoretical approach of methodological triangulation enhances validity, reliability of 

interpretations and reduces the probability of researcher bias. 

C. Analysis and validation methods of the data 

The data was analyzed using a systematic thematic analysis approach. Coding of interviews and organizational documents 

was done in a multi-stage procedure. The initial step incorporated the open coding to discover repetitive ideas and meaningful 

words as they relate to power, ethics, and culture. Nevertheless, the codes were based on the inductive derivation of the data as 

well as informed by the theoretical framework of the study. 

The second step was the axial coding that employed these related codes to make broad categories. To give an example, the 

code such as algorithmic recommendation, the code such as diminished managerial discretion, and the code such as automated 

performance metrics were put under the same theme known as change of managerial authority. In the same manner, the themes 

based on the concerns about bias, the lack of explainability, and the shared accountability were gathered during the ethical 

transformation. The three cultural themes included data-driven mores, perception of employee surveillance and redirection of 

digital skills. Selective coding was used in the fourth phase of data analysis to combine the categories in wider thematic 

constructs that would correspond to research questions. This operation helped in the identification of cases and given sector 

trends besides recognizing contextual variations. Comparison and contrast analysis was done in order to compare and contrast 

similarities and differences between the healthcare, financial and technology sectors. 

Several measures were taken to guarantee credibility and high standards. Member checking (to check interpretations of 

interview data) was initially done with some members being selected. The participants were provided with the summaries of key 

findings and asked to provide responses or clarifications. Second, the academic community who were familiar with socio-

technical research was involved in peer debriefing to question coding choices and thematic interpretations. Third, internal 

consistency was improved by triangulation of the document analysis with interviews. At each stage of our study, reflexivity was 

guaranteed. To overcome subjective effect in the interpretation of the data, the researcher maintained a reflective journal of 

assumptions, positionality and possible biases. The credibility and dependability of the study in addition to the analytical rigor 

were met by application of systematic coding procedures with verification mechanisms (Schreier, 2012; Ritchie et al., 2003).  



Aisha Blessing & U.W.Ezinne/ IJCESA 3(1), 30-39, 2026 

 

37 

Concisely, this methodological framework is a good basis to examine the impact of AI systems on the managerial power, 

professional ethics and work culture. Qualitative, multi-case would facilitate profound investigation of socio-technical interaction 

and yet maintain cross-sectoral analysis. See the results of this methodological procedure in the following chapter. 

V. FINDINGS 

A. Reconfiguration of Managerial Authority in AI-Enabled Organizations 

We discover the radical restructuring of managerial power by introducing AI systems in all three of the sectors (health 

care, financial services and technology firms). AI does not kill the managerial positions but redefines the location and nature of 

power. They are increasingly acting not as solo wizards, but as watchman interpreters/randomness enforcers of perfunctory 

results of algorithmic quality control. Financial institutions have automated risk assessment systems that play a major role in the 

decision to give loans. In cases where performance measurements were focused on speed and accuracy, the predictive scoring 

models were known to produce recommendations that were not easily overridden by managers. Even though managers still had 

certain formal final approval authority, the perceived legitimacy of algorithmic output restrain discretionary decision-making. 

Such a shift is an indication of power redistribution, shifting away from specialized knowledge towards the algorithms run on 

data. 

Healthcare facilities used AI-based diagnostic devices in health care that produced probabilistic analyses of the condition 

of patients. Physicians described such systems as useful decision-support systems; they also identified growing dependence on 

algorithm recommendations. Junior professionals were particularly reluctant to disagree with AI-generated recommendations 

since they were afraid of personal responsibility and organizational values. Therefore, algorithmic approbation mediated 

managerial and professional authority. The trend among Tech companies was slightly different. Here, managers said they were 

more familiar with AI systems, and more inclined to be non-cooperative with model outputs. Performance dashboards and real-

time analytics even there changed the way leaders were leading. The strategic planning was based on predictive modeling and 

not judgment. The results indicate that AI systems do not imply a direct automation of processes, but they implement power in a 

hybrid form i.e., in which the human agent does not make decisions independent of the algorithmic infrastructures. 

B. New Ethical Iss and Accountability Problems 

The participants found massive ethical dilemmas in cases involving AI implementation. The most common issues were 

raised in terms of transparency, bias and accountability. Most of the AI systems applied machine learning techniques which 

participants termed as black boxes, which was difficult to determine how a given result was generated. This was a cloud of 

darkness — particularly in serious matters such as healthcare and finance. 

The employees in the field of financial services were concerned with fairness in the automated credit scoring. Algorithms 

were defined as objective whereas participants acknowledged that historical data that was used to train the model could be 

biased to structural inequalities. The inability to offer a proper explanation of a negative decision to customers further down the 

line might serve as a hindrance to the user experience, and may even lead to loss of reputation on the part of a manager or an 

organization, with an expression of concern on the part of some managers that algorithmic logics were non-transparently 

inconvenient. In fact, this leaves ethical issues of organizational efficiency versus social responsibility. The same doubt was 

shown by healthcare practitioners regarding the reliability of the diagnostics and patient safety. In as much as AI tools decreased 

the time spent on patient cases and accuracy of detection in most cases, physicians asserted that the final outcome of patients 

was left by the human practitioners. This unequal relationship between AI and decisions saw the creation of ethical confusion. 

Issues on the allocation of liability in the case of algorithmic errors were questioned by professionals. 

The technology companies were more organized in their governance with internal AI ethics boards and bias testing 

policies. Though such advantages were there, employees were unsure of responsibility in shared human-AI processes. The spread 

of responsibility among developers, managers and users is confusing the use of traditional ethical frameworks based on 

individual responsibility. 

Overall, the results suggest that ethical governance frameworks become an abandoned item at the technological 

implementation stage. Operational efficiency and competitive advantage are what organizations are preoccupied with and 

therefore, ethical review processes tend to be reactive rather than proactive. Some level of explanatory, documenting and human 

control was demanded to maintain the professional integrity and trust among the stakeholders. 
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C. Cultural Change and Employee Impression 

The introduction of AI systems also causes considerable alterations in the workplace culture. Respondents in industries 

said that there was a transition to data-based norms and systems to assess performance. Something increasingly becoming a 

measure of success is based on quantitative measures, where life-time dashboards monitor productivity, compliance and 

performance levels. These metrics are promoted which drives a culture of accountability which is measurable. In technology 

firms, AI implementation was less likely to be perceived as inconsistent with culture values that are oriented towards innovation. 

Artificial intelligence tools were equated with trial and error, optimization and competitive expansion. More than one-sixth of the 

employees engaged in change initiative claimed that they were empowered by accessing advanced analytics and predictive 

insights. Adaptation to positive changes was enhanced through training programs that also enhanced digital literacy. 

However, in the healthcare and financial institutions, it was more of a mixed reaction. Other workers were appreciative of 

the fact that AI reduced the amount of routine tasks and enhanced precision. Others cited more supervision and reduced 

professional autonomy. Surveillance by the bosses of Wrike, who are grumpy, is periodically inflicted, and it makes it very likely 

that one will be subjected to the motions all the time. As such, this impression affected the employee-management trust. Another 

theme that was prevalent in interviews was communication and transparency and the interviewees talked about their 

involvement in influencing cultural acceptance. Resistance was less where discussion on the objectives and limits of the 

technology was engaged. Conversely, the hurried implementation without consultation gave rise to mistrust and de-motivation. 

The idea of cultural adaptation is therefore not only based on the technological abilities but also on the area of engagement, 

governance and leadership messaging. 

Another cultural aspect that came out was skill transformation. Professionals and managers understood that the 

implementation of AI demanded new skills, including the ability to interpret data, algorithmic literacy and morality. There are 

those employees who viewed the opportunities of upskilling as good (the glass half full perspective) and some feared that they 

were going to be phased out or lose their position (the glass half empty perspective). These divergent reactions describe the 

disparate distribution of perceived benefits and risk. 

To summarize, it is evident that AI is altering the workplace culture by supporting data-driven norms, rebuilding 

professional identities and redefining trust relationships. It relies on the organizational setting, governance and engagement 

practices. AI does not generate homogenous transformation, but rather complex socio-technical adaptation through leadership 

strategies and institutions. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This article [9] provides a broader socio-technical insight into how Artificial Intelligence (AI) solutions can reshape 

control over managers, professional morality and work ethics. As it still overcomes the analytics- or operations-first prism that is 

commonly used in opposition to the adoption of AI, studies have identified it as a transformative organizational agent entrenched 

in meso-level systems that are social, institutional and cultural. Using the perspectives of the socio-technical systems theory, 

institutional perspectives, and ethical analysis, this paper has demonstrated that the transformation brought by AI is 

multidimensional in nature influencing power relations, accountability structure, and normative work practices. 

The findings indicate that AI does not remove the authority of managers, but it re-describes it. There is an increase in the 

use of hybrid decision-making systems i.e. decision-making systems that have algorithmic outputs as inputs that are plugged in 

strategic and operational decisions made by managers. Power no longer lies in immediate experience judgment, but in 

monitoring, explaining and justifying AI-generated suggestions. In some environments, AI enhances executive accountability 

through better predictive analytics and performance reporting. In others, it limits managerial discretion, formalising the criteria 

used to make decisions and entrenching governance in algorithmic systems. Such a change in power relationships is indicative of 

a more profound change to algorithmic forms of governance, whereby power is mediated by data infrastructures, and not 

(primarily) by hierarchical position. 

The issue of ethical considerations that makes one organization stand out among others is a dilemma in that the more AI 

technology is introduced, the more common it becomes. The traditional professional ethics are complicated by the lack of 

visibility of the machine learning systems, the possibility of embedded bias and diffusion of responsibility, and the potential to 

propagate these issues. AI systems can potentially make us more effective and capable of fighting some forms of human bias, but 

there are also other threats created by the concept when dealing with fairness, transparency and accountability. They also 

emphasize the necessity of ethical governance mechanisms such as; human-in-the-loop supervision, explainability procedures 
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and cross-functional review boards to maintain professional integrity and trust of the stakeholders. Organizations can be literally 

compromising legitimacy and social responsibility without taking the initiative to do so. 

Another area that is also changing fundamentally is workplace culture. The use of AI reinforces the principles of data-

driven cultural norms, increases the focus on the measurement of performance and alters the communication patterns. In 

innovation-driven settings, AI is largely perceived to be facilitative and strategically helpful. However, in more controlled or 

classic industries, employees may be even more monitored, less independent and confused about who they are. Culture adaption 

largely depends on leadership communication, implementation by participating in the process and investing in digital literacy. 

Companies that facilitate openness and training of the workforce are better placed to balance both development of technology 

and values that can enhance humanity. 

Overall, the paper demonstrates that the integration of AI is not a one-dimensional technological adoption process, it is a 

stagnation of socio-technological rearrangement of power, morals, and culture. The outcomes of AI implementation will rest on 

the governance structures, institutional pressures as well as managerial strategies. Responsible AI to be put into effect will thus 

need a balanced solution that is efficient, accountable, innovative, and fair, as well as automated and controlled by human beings. 

The current research can be developed in future by other researchers through the use of longitudinal data to investigate 

how AI governance evolves over time or by quantitatively testing how culture and power change when focusing on larger groups. 

AI is not a passive infrastructure; it constitutes a normative power that defines the future of managerial practice and professional 

life, and will become the new logic that will regulate firms.6970 Policymakers should have this in mind when thinking about AI 

regulation and governance. Ensuring that such transformation is equitable, just, and transparent and sustainable will prove to be 

one of the great challenges of the modern organizational development. 
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