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Artificial intelligence (AI) and algorithmic decision systems are increasingly shaping 
organizational practices and influencing outcomes that affect human lives. From employment 
decisions to financial approvals and healthcare recommendations, intelligent systems now 
participate in domains historically governed by human judgment. This shift introduces new 
ethical and leadership challenges related to accountability, human dignity, and the stewardship 
of decision-making systems. While leadership theories such as transformational, servant, and 
stewardship leadership provide valuable frameworks for influence and responsibility, they were 
largely developed prior to the widespread integration of AI in organizational decision processes. 
This article introduces the concept of augmented leadership, a perspective that reframes 
leadership as a partnership between human judgment and intelligent systems while maintaining 
human accountability. Grounded in a biblical theology of stewardship (e.g., Gen. 1:28; Matt. 
25:14–30) and contemporary leadership theory, this study argues that leaders must actively 
steward intelligent systems to ensure outcomes that promote human dignity and flourishing 
understood through the lens of the imago Dei. This article contributes a needed theological and 
leadership framework for guiding organizations in the ethical governance of artificial intelligence. 

 
 
 
 
Contemporary leadership has historically been understood as a human-centered 

activity, with leaders influencing followers toward shared goals. Classical and 
contemporary leadership theories, including transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 
1994; Burns, 1978), servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1977), stewardship leadership 
(Davis et al., 1997), and authentic leadership (Avolio & Gardner, 2005), generally 
assume that decision-making authority resides primarily within human leaders who 
guide, direct, and inspire others. However, the rapid emergence of artificial intelligence 
has begun to alter this paradigm in profound ways. Today, decisions that affect 
individuals and organizations are increasingly shaped by algorithmic systems 
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embedded within everyday operations. These systems evaluate creditworthiness, 
recommend medical treatments, screen job applicants, detect fraud, and optimize 
strategic and operational outcomes. As a result, leadership is no longer confined to 
human-to-human influence but now exists within a broader, more complex ecosystem 
that includes intelligent systems acting as intermediaries in decision-making processes. 
These developments reflect broader technological shifts in which data-driven systems 
increasingly shape social and organizational life (Crawford, 2021; Zuboff, 2019). 

This shift raises a fundamental question: Who is responsible when decisions are 
made through systems rather than solely by individuals? While algorithms can process 
vast amounts of data with speed and efficiency, they do not possess moral agency, 
ethical reasoning, or accountability. Yet their outputs increasingly shape real-world 
consequences for individuals and communities. This creates a tension between 
technological capability and moral responsibility, one that cannot be resolved by 
technical expertise alone. 

Traditional leadership theories provide valuable guidance on influence, ethics, 
and responsibility, yet they do not fully address the complexities introduced by AI-driven 
decision-making. The delegation of decision authority to intelligent systems creates an 
accountability gap, one in which outcomes are produced by machines, but responsibility 
remains ambiguously distributed among designers, operators, and organizational 
leaders. This diffusion of responsibility reflects a growing concern in contemporary AI 
governance literature (Crawford, 2021). Without a clear framework, leaders risk either 
over-relying on systems or distancing themselves from the consequences those 
systems produce. 

This article proposes that leadership must evolve to address this new reality. 
Specifically, it introduces Augmented Leadership, a leadership framework that re-
conceptualizes leadership as the stewardship of human–AI decision partnerships, in 
which leaders retain moral responsibility while intentionally partnering with intelligent 
systems to enhance decision-making capacity. Unlike digital leadership, which focuses 
on leading digital transformation; human-AI collaboration, which emphasizes interaction 
between humans and intelligent systems; responsible AI leadership, which primarily 
addresses governance and ethical AI deployment; or algorithmic leadership, which 
examines leadership exercised through algorithms, Augmented Leadership centers on 
the leader's continuing moral accountability for decisions made in partnership with 
intelligent systems. Grounded in a biblical theology of stewardship, this perspective 
argues that leaders are responsible not only for people but also for the systems that 
shape outcomes affecting human lives. In doing so, leadership expands beyond 
influence to include the ethical stewardship and governance of intelligent systems in 
ways that uphold human dignity and promote human flourishing. 

Accordingly, the primary contribution of this article is not merely the application of 
existing leadership theories to artificial intelligence but the introduction of a stewardship-
based leadership framework that locates moral responsibility with human leaders even 
as intelligent systems assume an increasingly active role in organizational decision-
making. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW: LEADERSHIP IN TRANSITION 

Transformational leadership has long been regarded as one of the most 
influential frameworks for understanding how leaders drive organizational change and 
performance. Originally conceptualized by Burns (1978) and later expanded by Bass 
and Avolio (1994), transformational leadership emphasizes the capacity of leaders to 
inspire and motivate followers toward higher levels of achievement. Through 
dimensions such as idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 
and individualized consideration, leaders foster environments where individuals 
transcend self-interest in pursuit of collective goals. This model has proven particularly 
effective in contexts requiring innovation, adaptability, and cultural transformation. 

A central strength of transformational leadership lies in its focus on human 
potential and relational influence. Leaders are seen as catalysts for change who shape 
meaning, align values, and inspire commitment. However, the framework assumes that 
leadership operates primarily through direct or indirect human interaction. Decision-
making authority, while influenced by systems and structures, ultimately resides within 
human agents. In an era where algorithmic systems increasingly shape outcomes, this 
assumption becomes less stable. Transformational leadership does not explicitly 
address how influence operates when decisions are mediated, or even initiated, by 
intelligent systems. 

Servant leadership, introduced by Greenleaf (1977), offers a complementary 
perspective by emphasizing the moral and ethical responsibility of leaders to serve 
others. Rather than prioritizing organizational outcomes alone, servant leaders focus on 
the growth, well-being, and development of followers. Spears (1995) further articulated 
key characteristics of servant leadership, including empathy, stewardship, and 
commitment to the growth of people. This model aligns closely with biblical principles, 
emphasizing humility, service, and care for others (Keller, 2012), and reflecting broader 
theological understandings of leadership as stewardship before God (Wright, 2010). It 
provides a strong ethical foundation for leadership, particularly in contexts where human 
dignity and relational trust are central. 

Despite its strengths, servant leadership also assumes that leadership operates 
within human-centered interactions. While it emphasizes care and responsibility, it does 
not explicitly address how leaders should engage with non-human agents such as 
artificial intelligence systems. As organizations increasingly rely on algorithmic tools to 
make or inform decisions, the question arises: how does a servant leader “serve” in a 
system where outcomes are shaped by machines? The framework does not fully 
account for the ethical responsibilities associated with designing, deploying, and 
overseeing intelligent systems. 

Stewardship leadership provides a particularly relevant lens for examining 
leadership responsibility in complex organizational contexts. Davis et al. (1997) 
described stewardship as a model in which leaders function as caretakers of 
organizational resources, prioritizing long-term value and collective well-being over 
short-term self-interest. This perspective aligns closely with biblical teachings on 
stewardship, which emphasize responsibility, accountability, and faithful management of 
entrusted resources (Van Duzer, 2010; Wright, 2010). Stewardship leadership expands 
the scope of leadership beyond influence to include ethical governance and 
accountability. 
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However, like transformational and servant leadership, stewardship theory was 
developed in a context where decision-making authority remained predominantly 
human. While it emphasizes responsibility for resources and outcomes, it does not fully 
address the complexities introduced by autonomous or semi-autonomous systems. In 
contemporary organizations, leaders are not only stewards of people and resources but 
also of the systems that increasingly shape decision outcomes. This shift requires a 
reexamination of what stewardship entails in technologically mediated environments. 

The emergence of artificial intelligence introduces new dynamics that challenge 
traditional leadership assumptions. Algorithmic systems often operate as “black boxes,” 
reducing transparency in decision processes (O’Neil, 2016). Accountability becomes 
diffused across multiple actors, including developers, data scientists, and organizational 
leaders, making it difficult to determine responsibility when outcomes are harmful or 
unjust (Crawford, 2021). Additionally, biases embedded in data can lead to 
discriminatory outcomes, raising ethical concerns about fairness and justice in 
automated decision-making (Zuboff, 2019). These challenges highlight the limitations of 
existing leadership frameworks in addressing the ethical and governance implications of 
AI. Heifetz et al. (2009) argued that adaptive leadership becomes essential when 
organizations face complex challenges without clear precedents. The emergence of AI-
driven systems represents precisely this kind of adaptive challenge. 

Taken together, transformational, servant, and stewardship leadership provide 
valuable insights into influence, service, and responsibility. While these theories were 
developed before the widespread integration of intelligent systems into organizational 
decision-making, their core principles remain highly relevant. However, they do not 
explicitly address how leaders should exercise accountability, stewardship, and ethical 
oversight when decision-making is increasingly mediated by intelligent systems. Rather 
than replacing these established theories, Augmented Leadership extends and 
integrates their foundational principles by incorporating the leadership responsibilities 
associated with governing human–AI decision partnerships. In doing so, it offers an 
expanded framework for leadership in organizational environments increasingly shaped 
by intelligent systems. 

BIBLICAL FOUNDATIONS OF STEWARDSHIP 

The concept of stewardship is deeply rooted in Scripture and provides a 
theological foundation for understanding leadership as a form of entrusted responsibility 
under God. Rather than viewing leadership solely as authority or influence, a biblical 
perspective frames leadership as the faithful management of what ultimately belongs to 
God. This includes not only people and material resources but also the systems and 
structures that shape human outcomes. As technology increasingly mediates decision-
making, stewardship must be reconsidered in light of these developments, expanding its 
scope to include the governance of intelligent systems. 

 
Dominion as Stewardship 
 

The foundation of stewardship is established in the creation narrative. In Genesis 
1:28, humanity is commanded to “fill the earth and subdue it” (New International 
Version, 2011) and to exercise dominion over all living things. While the language of 
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dominion has sometimes been interpreted as permission for exploitation, a broader 
theological reading reveals that it reflects delegated authority under God’s ultimate 
sovereignty. Humanity is not the owner of creation but its caretaker, entrusted with 
responsibility to manage it in alignment with God’s purposes (Wright, 2010). 

Genesis 2:15 further clarifies this role, stating that humanity was placed in the 
garden “to work it and keep it.” The Hebrew terms used here convey both cultivation 
and protection, suggesting that stewardship involves both development and 
preservation. Leadership, therefore, is not merely about achieving outcomes but about 
ensuring that those outcomes reflect care, responsibility, and alignment with divine 
intent. This dual responsibility is particularly relevant in the context of artificial 
intelligence, where systems are designed to optimize efficiency but may unintentionally 
compromise ethical or human-centered values. Wolters (2005) emphasized that 
stewardship reflects humanity’s participation in God’s restorative purposes within 
creation rather than domination for self-interest. This broader theological vision 
challenges organizations to evaluate intelligent systems according to their contribution 
to restoration and flourishing. 

From this perspective, dominion is best understood as stewardship exercised 
through accountability to God. Leaders function as intermediaries who manage 
resources and systems on behalf of a higher authority. This reframing challenges purely 
utilitarian approaches to leadership and calls for a more holistic understanding of 
responsibility that includes ethical and spiritual dimensions (Wright, 2010). 

 
Accountability in Stewardship 
 

The principle of accountability is central to biblical stewardship and is vividly 
illustrated in the parable of the talents (Matt. 25:14–30). In this parable, servants are 
entrusted with resources by their master and are later required to give an account of 
how they managed what was given to them. The faithful servants are commended not 
merely for preserving resources but for actively engaging and multiplying them. In 
contrast, the servant who fails to act is held accountable for neglecting his responsibility. 

This narrative underscores that stewardship is not passive but active and 
intentional. It involves decision-making, risk, and responsibility for outcomes. 
Importantly, accountability is not diminished by delegation. Even though the servants 
were given autonomy, they remained responsible for the results of their actions. 

In contemporary organizational contexts, this principle extends beyond physical 
and financial resources to include technological systems. When leaders deploy artificial 
intelligence to inform or make decisions, they are effectively entrusting part of the 
decision-making process to those systems. However, this delegation does not absolve 
leaders of responsibility. Just as the servants in the parable were accountable for how 
they managed their entrusted resources, leaders remain accountable for the outcomes 
produced by the systems they oversee. 

This has significant implications for leadership in the age of AI. The presence of 
intelligent systems does not eliminate accountability; rather, it intensifies the need for 
clear responsibility. Leaders must ensure that the systems they implement are aligned 
with ethical principles and are continuously monitored for their impact on individuals and 
communities. 
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Human Dignity and the Imago Dei 
 

A central theological principle that must guide leadership is the doctrine of the 
imago Dei, the belief that human beings are created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27). 
This doctrine establishes the inherent dignity, worth, and value of every individual, 
independent of productivity, status, or utility. Middleton (2005) argued that the imago 
Dei is not merely an individual attribute but a vocational calling tied to humanity’s 
responsibility to reflect God’s character within creation. This perspective reinforces the 
ethical responsibility leaders bear when deploying systems that shape human 
outcomes. As such, any leadership approach must prioritize the protection and 
promotion of human dignity. 

Christian anthropology further distinguishes human beings from intelligent 
systems by recognizing that, although artificial intelligence may simulate aspects of 
reasoning and decision-making, it does not possess moral agency, conscience, or the 
capacity to bear responsibility before God. Human beings alone are created in the 
image of God and are therefore uniquely entrusted with moral judgment, accountability, 
and the vocation of stewardship. Consequently, while intelligent systems may assist in 
analysis and decision-making, they cannot assume the ethical responsibility associated 
with leadership. That responsibility remains with human leaders, whose decisions must 
reflect wisdom, justice, and care for those affected by the systems they oversee. 

From this perspective, technology should not be viewed as an autonomous 
decision-maker but as an entrusted resource to be cultivated, governed, and directed 
toward God's purposes. Like other organizational resources, intelligent systems require 
faithful stewardship to ensure they promote human flourishing rather than undermine 
the dignity of those created in the image of God. This understanding reinforces the 
central premise of Augmented Leadership: artificial intelligence may augment human 
decision-making, but it cannot replace the moral accountability that belongs uniquely to 
human leaders.  

In the context of artificial intelligence, this principle becomes particularly 
significant. Algorithmic systems often operate based on patterns derived from data, 
which can include biases or historical inequalities (Suresh & Guttag, 2021). When such 
systems produce outcomes that disadvantage certain individuals or groups, the issue 
extends beyond technical error to a violation of human dignity. As O’Neil (2016) argued, 
algorithmic models can perpetuate systemic inequities when left unchecked, reinforcing 
the need for ethical oversight. 

From a biblical perspective, leadership must ensure that systems do not reduce 
individuals to data points or mere inputs in decision-making processes. Instead, leaders 
are called to recognize and uphold the intrinsic value of each person as an image-
bearer of God. This requires intentional design, evaluation, and governance of 
intelligent systems to ensure that they promote justice, fairness, and human flourishing. 

Ultimately, the integration of stewardship, accountability, and the imago Dei 
provides a comprehensive theological framework for leadership in the age of artificial 
intelligence. Leaders are not only responsible for guiding people but also for stewarding 
the systems that influence human lives. In doing so, they fulfill their role as stewards of 
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both creation and innovation, ensuring that technological advancement serves, rather 
than diminishes, the dignity and flourishing of humanity. 

THE RISE OF INTELLIGENT SYSTEMS 

Artificial intelligence has transitioned from a theoretical concept to a pervasive 
force embedded within organizational life. Across industries, intelligent systems are now 
actively shaping decisions that were once the exclusive domain of human judgment. In 
finance, algorithms determine creditworthiness and detect fraud. In healthcare, machine 
learning models assist in diagnosing diseases and recommending treatment plans. In 
human resources, automated systems screen résumés and rank candidates for 
employment. Recent organizational developments further illustrate this transition. IBM 
reported significant efficiency gains through AI-driven HR systems capable of handling 
routine employee inquiries and administrative functions (Maurer, 2025). While these 
technologies reduced the need for some transactional HR roles, human leaders 
continued to retain responsibility for oversight, employee relations, organizational 
culture, and ethical decision-making. This distinction highlights a broader organizational 
reality: intelligent systems may automate processes, but they do not eliminate the need 
for accountable leadership. Together, these developments illustrate a broader shift in 
which decision-making is increasingly mediated by data-driven systems rather than 
solely by human deliberation. Leonardi (2021) noted that digital technologies 
increasingly mediate organizational relationships and decision-making processes, 
further expanding the leadership implications of intelligent systems. 

The appeal of these systems lies in their ability to process vast amounts of 
information with speed and consistency. Organizations leverage artificial intelligence to 
improve efficiency, reduce costs, and enhance predictive accuracy. However, as 
reliance on these systems grows, so too does their influence over outcomes that carry 
significant human consequences. Decisions related to employment, financial access, 
and healthcare are not merely operational; they directly impact individuals’ lives and 
opportunities. 

Despite their advantages, intelligent systems introduce a range of challenges that 
complicate traditional understandings of leadership and accountability. One such 
challenge is the issue of transparency. Many advanced algorithms operate as “black 
boxes,” producing outputs without clear explanations of how decisions are reached 
(O’Neil, 2016). This lack of explainability makes it difficult for leaders to fully understand 
or justify the decisions generated by these systems. 

A second challenge is the diffusion of accountability. When outcomes are 
produced through complex systems involving data inputs, model design, and automated 
processes, responsibility becomes distributed across multiple actors, including 
developers, analysts, and organizational leaders (Crawford, 2021). This diffusion can 
create ambiguity regarding who is ultimately responsible for decisions that result in 
harm or inequity. Russell (2019) warned that intelligent systems must remain aligned 
with human values and subject to meaningful oversight. This concern reinforces the 
leadership responsibility to steward technological systems rather than passively defer to 
them. 

Finally, intelligent systems can embed and amplify existing biases present in 
data. As Zuboff (2019) suggested, data-driven systems often reflect historical patterns, 
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which may include systemic inequalities. Without intentional oversight, these systems 
risk reinforcing disparities rather than correcting them. 

Taken together, these developments signal a fundamental transformation in how 
decisions are made within organizations. Leadership must therefore adapt to a reality in 
which authority is no longer exercised solely through direct human action but through 
the design, deployment, and governance of intelligent systems. This shift necessitates a 
redefinition of leadership responsibility, one that accounts for both human and 
technological dimensions of decision-making. These developments also align with 
broader concerns regarding surveillance, data power, and the societal implications of 
algorithmic governance (Zuboff, 2019). 

AUGMENTED LEADERSHIP: A NEW FRAMEWORK 

The increasing integration of artificial intelligence into organizational decision-
making requires a reexamination of leadership itself. As decisions are no longer made 
exclusively by human agents but are increasingly mediated through intelligent systems, 
leadership must evolve to account for this expanded environment. Existing leadership 
theories emphasize influence, service, and responsibility, yet they do not fully address 
the role of leaders in governing systems that actively shape outcomes. In response to 
this gap, this article introduces the concept of Augmented Leadership (AL). 

 
Defining Augmented Leadership 
 

AL can be defined as the practice of leading in partnership with intelligent 
systems, where partnership refers to the complementary integration of human and 
machine capabilities rather than shared moral agency or responsibility. Humans provide 
judgment, values, and accountability, while intelligent systems contribute analysis, 
speed, and scale. This definition emphasizes that artificial intelligence does not replace 
leadership but rather extends its scope. Leadership becomes a hybrid activity in which 
human and technological capabilities are integrated, yet moral responsibility remains 
firmly rooted in the human leader. This distinction is critical. While intelligent systems 
can generate recommendations or even automate decisions, they lack moral agency 
and cannot be held accountable for outcomes. As Bostrom (2014) noted, advanced 
systems may surpass human capabilities in specific domains, but they do not possess 
intentionality or ethical reasoning. Therefore, the presence of AI does not diminish the 
need for leadership; instead, it heightens the responsibility of leaders to ensure that 
systems are aligned with ethical and organizational values. Vallor (2016) argued that 
emerging technologies require the cultivation of moral wisdom and virtue rather than 
mere technical competence. AL similarly emphasizes that intelligent systems increase 
rather than diminish the need for ethical discernment. 

 
Leadership as Human-System Partnership 
 

Emerging research on Human–AI Teams (HAT) recognizes that organizational 
performance increasingly depends on complementary interactions between human 
expertise and intelligent systems. Rather than replacing human decision-makers, AI 
contributes computational capabilities while humans provide contextual reasoning, 
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ethical judgment, and accountability (Dellermann et al., 2019; Seeber et al., 2020). 
Similarly, sociotechnical systems theory emphasizes that organizational effectiveness 
depends on the joint optimization of social and technical systems rather than treating 
technology as an independent determinant of outcomes (Baxter & Sommerville, 2011; 
Trist & Bamforth, 1951). These perspectives provide an important foundation for 
understanding technology-enabled work but devote comparatively less attention to the 
theological and moral responsibilities of leaders who govern these human–AI 
relationships. AL reframes leadership as a partnership between human actors and 
intelligent systems. In this partnership, each contributes distinct capabilities. Machines 
excel at processing large volumes of data, identifying patterns, and generating 
predictive insights. Humans, by contrast, provide contextual understanding, ethical 
judgment, and accountability. Effective leadership emerges not from choosing between 
human or machine decision-making but from integrating both in a manner that 
enhances outcomes while preserving human responsibility. 

This partnership introduces a shift in how authority is exercised. Leaders no 
longer act solely as decision-makers but also as designers, overseers, and interpreters 
of system-driven outputs. They must understand how systems function, evaluate their 
limitations, and intervene when necessary. This requires a new set of competencies, 
including technological literacy, ethical discernment, and interpretive judgment, which 
are increasingly recognized as essential in data-driven leadership environments 
(Crawford, 2021). Building on insights from Human–AI Team and sociotechnical 
systems research, AL extends these perspectives by locating ultimate moral 
accountability with the human leader, even as intelligent systems assume an 
increasingly active role in organizational decision-making. 
 
Core Principles of Augmented Leadership 
 

To operationalize this framework, AL is guided by five core principles:  
 
1. Human Accountability Remains Central: Regardless of the level of automation, 

leaders are ultimately responsible for decisions and their consequences. Delegation 
to systems does not eliminate accountability; it redistributes the means through 
which decisions are made. 

2. Ethical Alignment of Systems: Leaders must ensure that intelligent systems are 
designed and deployed in ways that reflect ethical and theological principles. This 
includes evaluating data sources, model assumptions, and potential biases 
embedded within systems. 

3. Transparency and Explainability: Decisions influenced by AI should be 
understandable and defensible. Leaders must prioritize systems that allow for 
explanation and interpretation, particularly when outcomes affect individuals’ lives. 

4. Protection of Human Dignity: Systems must be evaluated based on their impact on 
individuals created in the image of God. Efficiency and optimization cannot come at 
the expense of fairness, justice, or dignity. 

5. Continuous Stewardship and Oversight: Leadership is not a one-time act of 
implementation but an ongoing process of monitoring, evaluating, and refining 
intelligent systems to ensure alignment with desired outcomes. 
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These five principles are assessed and operationalized in Table 1.3 
 
Table 1 
Operationalizing the Core Principles of AL for AI-Mediated Environments 

Core principle Leadership behavior Governance practice Key decision question 

Human 
accountability 
remains central 

Accept responsibility 
for AI-assisted 
decisions 

 
Maintain human 
oversight and approval 
for consequential 
decisions 

Who is accountable if 
this decision causes 
harm? 

Ethical alignment 
of systems 

 
Evaluate AI against 
organizational and 
biblical values 

 
Review data sources, 
model assumptions, 
and bias assessments 

 
Does this system 
reflect our ethical 
commitments? 

Transparency and 
explainability 

 
Require 
understandable AI 
recommendations 

 
Use explainable AI and 
document decision 
rationale 

 
 
Can this decision be 
explained and 
defended to those 
affected? 

Protection of 
human dignity 

 
Consider the human 
impact before 
implementation 

Conduct fairness and 
impact assessments 

 
Does this decision 
uphold the dignity of 
every individual? 

Continuous 
stewardship and 
oversight 

 
Monitor system 
performance and 
intervene when 
necessary 

Establish governance 
reviews, audits, and 
continuous monitoring 

 
Should this system 
continue operating as 
designed, or does it 
require adjustment? 

Note. This framework operationalizes the five core principles of Augmented Leadership (AL) for 
application in AI-mediated organizational decision-making environments. 

 
Expanding the Scope of Leadership Responsibility 
 

AL expands the scope of leadership beyond influencing people to include 
governing the systems that influence people. This expansion is consistent with a biblical 
understanding of stewardship, in which leaders are entrusted not only with resources 
but also with the structures and processes that shape human experiences. As 
technological systems become more integrated into organizational life, they effectively 
become part of the environment that leaders are called to steward. 

This shift also addresses the accountability gap introduced by AI. Rather than 
viewing systems as independent actors, AL situates them within the sphere of human 
responsibility. Leaders are accountable not only for the decisions they make directly but 
also for the decisions made through the systems they design, implement, and oversee. 
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Rodriguez (2026) describes this emerging tension as the responsibility gap, where 
organizations increasingly rely on intelligent systems while accountability remains 
fundamentally human. 
 
Bridging Tradition and Innovation 
 

Importantly, AL does not replace existing leadership theories but extends and 
integrates them to address leadership in AI-mediated organizational environments. It 
extends transformational leadership by incorporating technological mediation into 
influence processes. It reinforces servant leadership by ensuring that intelligent systems 
serve people rather than diminish human dignity. It deepens stewardship leadership by 
expanding the concept of entrusted responsibility to include the ethical governance of 
intelligent systems. 

In doing so, AL bridges established leadership principles with the realities of 
contemporary organizational life. It affirms that while the tools through which leadership 
is exercised may evolve, the leader's moral responsibility remains unchanged: to 
steward people and intelligent systems in ways that promote human flourishing. 

ETHICAL AND THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The integration of artificial intelligence into organizational decision-making 
introduces profound ethical and theological challenges that extend beyond technical 
considerations. While intelligent systems offer efficiency and predictive capability, they 
also reshape the moral landscape in which leaders operate by influencing decisions that 
carry significant human consequences. As decision-making becomes increasingly 
mediated by intelligent systems, leaders are no longer responsible solely for their own 
judgments but also for the ethical design, oversight, and governance of the systems that 
contribute to those judgments. This expanded responsibility requires new forms of 
stewardship while preserving the leader's ultimate moral accountability. AL requires a 
reexamination of responsibility, agency, and the nature of ethical decision-making in 
environments increasingly influenced by non-human actors. 

One of the most pressing concerns is the accountability gap created by 
algorithmic decision-making. As organizations increasingly integrate artificial intelligence 
into hiring, lending, healthcare, finance, and other high-impact decision processes, 
leaders are relying on intelligent systems at unprecedented levels. According to the 
Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence (2025), AI adoption 
continues to expand across organizations worldwide, with businesses increasingly 
embedding AI into core operational and strategic decision-making. As this reliance 
grows, responsibility for outcomes can become diffused across developers, data 
scientists, vendors, organizational leaders, and automated systems. When outcomes 
are generated through complex systems involving data inputs, model design, and 
automated processes, accountability may become obscured, increasing the risk that 
responsibility is attributed to "the system" rather than to those who authorized, 
implemented, and oversee its use. However, from both an ethical and theological 
perspective, such displacement of responsibility is untenable. As established in biblical 
stewardship, accountability cannot be transferred to tools or mechanisms; it remains 
with those entrusted to lead. Leaders are therefore responsible not only for the 
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decisions they make directly but also for those produced through systems they 
authorize and deploy. 

A second critical issue is the question of moral agency. Artificial intelligence 
systems, regardless of their sophistication, do not possess consciousness, 
intentionality, or moral reasoning. As Nick Bostrom (2014) noted, advanced systems 
may simulate decision-making but lack true ethical judgment. This distinction reinforces 
the necessity of human oversight. Leaders must interpret and evaluate system outputs 
rather than accept them uncritically. Ethical decision-making remains a uniquely human 
responsibility, requiring wisdom-based judgment rather than purely computational 
reasoning (Bostrom, 2014). Wright (2010) noted that ethical decision-making is 
ultimately rooted in character formation rather than rule compliance alone. This insight 
highlights the continuing necessity of human moral judgment even within highly 
automated environments. 

Theologically, these challenges are grounded in the doctrine of the imago Dei, 
which affirms that every human being is created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27). This 
principle establishes an ethical boundary for the use of technology: systems must not 
reduce individuals to mere data points or instrumental variables within optimization 
processes. When algorithmic systems produce biased or unjust outcomes, the issue is 
not solely technical but moral. As Cathy O'Neil (2016) demonstrated, data-driven 
models can perpetuate inequality when left unchecked, disproportionately impacting 
vulnerable populations. Leaders must therefore ensure that systems are evaluated not 
only for accuracy and efficiency but also for their impact on human dignity and justice. 

Additionally, the rise of intelligent systems raises questions about justice and 
fairness in organizational contexts. Decisions influenced by algorithms may appear 
objective, yet they often reflect underlying assumptions embedded within data and 
model design. Kate Crawford (2021) highlighted how AI systems can encode and 
amplify social and economic inequalities. From a biblical perspective, leadership is 
called to pursue justice and righteousness, particularly for those who may be 
disadvantaged or marginalized. This responsibility requires leaders to critically examine 
system outputs and intervene when outcomes conflict with ethical or theological 
principles. Floridi and Cowls (2019) similarly argued that AI governance must be 
grounded in principles such as beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, justice, and 
explicability. These concerns closely parallel biblical commitments to human dignity, 
justice, and responsible stewardship. 

Ultimately, the ethical and theological implications of AL reinforce a central truth: 
technology does not absolve leaders of responsibility; it intensifies it. As intelligent 
systems become more integrated into decision-making processes, leaders must 
exercise greater intentionality in ensuring that these systems align with values that 
uphold human dignity, promote justice, and contribute to flourishing. In this way, 
leadership in the age of artificial intelligence becomes not less moral, but more so, 
demanding deeper engagement with both ethical reasoning and theological reflection. 

A PRACTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR AI STEWARDSHIP 

A Practical Framework for AI Stewardship: The FLAME Model 
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To operationalize AL, this article applies the previously developed FLAME 
Framework (Rodriguez, 2026)—a structured leadership audit and governance model for 
AI-mediated decision-making. While AL provides the conceptual framework for 
understanding leadership in partnership with intelligent systems, FLAME serves as its 
practical implementation model by guiding leaders in evaluating and governing 
decisions within intelligent environments. FLAME integrates the dimensions of Future, 
Leadership, Analytics, Morality, and Ethics to provide a multidimensional approach to 
responsible oversight. As organizations increasingly rely on artificial intelligence, 
leaders face complex decisions where data, responsibility, human impact, and ethical 
considerations intersect. In this article, FLAME is applied to demonstrate how the 
principles of AL can be translated into practical leadership behaviors and governance 
practices. 
 
Future 
 

The first dimension, Future, defines direction and purpose. Leadership decisions 
must be guided not only by immediate outcomes but by the long-term impact they 
create. Intelligent systems can optimize efficiency, but they cannot determine what kind 
of future an organization should pursue. Leaders must ask whether decisions contribute 
to human flourishing, expand opportunity, and promote dignity. This aligns with a 
stewardship perspective in which leadership is oriented toward sustaining and 
improving creation over time. 
 
Leadership 
 

Leadership establishes responsibility. Regardless of the level of automation, 
accountability remains with human leaders. As intelligent systems participate in 
decision-making, authority and control may become distributed, but responsibility does 
not disappear. Leaders must own outcomes, provide justification for decisions, and 
ensure that systems operate within appropriate boundaries. Failure to do so creates the 
risk of an agentic shift of accountability, in which responsibility is implicitly transferred to 
intelligent systems or diffused across designers, developers, vendors, and 
organizational stakeholders. Such displacement weakens ethical oversight, undermines 
trust, and erodes the leader's responsibility to steward decisions affecting human lives. 
This dimension reinforces that leadership is inseparable from accountability, particularly 
in environments shaped by automated processes. 
 
Analytics 
 

Analytics represents the informational foundation of decision-making. Intelligent 
systems provide leaders with unprecedented access to data, insights, and predictive 
capabilities. However, data alone does not constitute understanding. Leaders must 
interpret analytics within context, recognizing both the strengths and limitations of 
algorithmic outputs. This dimension emphasizes that while systems can inform 
decisions, they cannot replace human judgment. 
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Morality 
 

Morality guides what is right. Within the FLAME Framework, morality refers to the 
internal moral principles, character, and values that shape a leader's understanding of 
right and wrong. Leaders must evaluate decisions not only according to organizational 
performance but also according to principles of justice, fairness, truthfulness, and the 
impact on individuals and communities. Grounded in the biblical doctrine of the imago 
Dei (Gen. 1:27), morality affirms the inherent dignity of every person and provides the 
internal compass through which data, insights, and recommendations generated by 
intelligent systems are interpreted. Scripture further emphasizes that moral leadership 
begins with the condition of the heart rather than merely outward compliance (Prov. 
4:23; Matt. 15:18–20). This distinction is particularly important in AI-mediated 
environments, where algorithmic outputs may appear objective while reflecting hidden 
assumptions or embedded biases (O'Neil, 2016). 

 
Ethics 
 

Ethics focuses on responsible action and implementation. While morality 
establishes the internal convictions that guide leaders toward what is right, ethics 
concerns the practical application of those convictions through organizational decisions, 
governance structures, policies, and accountability mechanisms. Leaders must ensure 
that decisions can be justified, that processes remain transparent, and that safeguards 
are established to prevent harm and promote justice. In this way, ethics translates moral 
conviction into responsible organizational practice, ensuring that leadership values are 
consistently reflected in the design, deployment, and oversight of intelligent systems. 

 
Applying FLAME to AI-Driven Hiring Systems 
 

Consider an organization implementing an AI-driven hiring system designed to 
screen résumés and rank candidates for employment (Dastin, 2018). While the system 
may improve efficiency and reduce administrative workload, leaders must evaluate its 
use through multiple dimensions of stewardship and accountability. 

From the perspective of Future, leaders must consider the long-term 
organizational and societal consequences of allowing automated systems to shape 
employment opportunities, including their impact on workforce diversity, organizational 
culture, and human flourishing. 

Through Leadership, accountability remains with organizational leaders rather 
than the system itself. Leaders are responsible for approving the system's deployment, 
establishing governance policies, and retaining the authority to suspend or discontinue 
its use whenever evidence of unacceptable bias, unexplained outcomes, or ethical 
concerns emerges. 

The Analytics dimension requires leaders to evaluate the quality, 
representativeness, and limitations of the data used to train and operate the system. 
Historical hiring data should be evaluated for demographic bias, system performance 
should be monitored using predefined fairness metrics, and independent audits should 



Rodriguez / JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL PERSPECTIVES IN LEADERSHIP 29 

 

Journal of Biblical Perspectives in Leadership 16, no. 2 (Summer 2026), 15 – 32.  
© 2026 School of Business and Leadership, Regent University 

 ISSN 1941-4692 

be conducted at regular intervals to identify performance drift or unintended 
discriminatory outcomes. 

Morality calls leaders to consider the dignity and fairness afforded to applicants 
created in the image of God. Candidates must not be reduced to algorithmic scores 
detached from their humanity, potential, or unique circumstances. 

Finally, Ethics focuses on implementation and oversight. Organizations should 
maintain transparent documentation of how hiring decisions are made, provide 
applicants with meaningful opportunities to request human review or appeal adverse 
decisions, and ensure that governance committees periodically evaluate the system's 
continued alignment with organizational values, legal requirements, and ethical 
principles. 

Through this framework, FLAME demonstrates how intelligent systems can be 
governed responsibly while preserving human dignity, organizational accountability, and 
faithful stewardship. 

 
Integrating FLAME with Augmented Leadership 
 

The FLAME Framework translates the concept of AL into actionable practice. 
While AL defines the relationship between human leaders and intelligent systems, 
FLAME provides a structured process through which AI-assisted decisions are 
evaluated, governed, and monitored. As illustrated in the AI-driven hiring example, 
leaders apply the framework by evaluating long-term organizational impact (Future), 
retaining accountability for decisions (Leadership), validating data quality and model 
performance (Analytics), protecting human dignity through moral discernment (Morality), 
and implementing governance mechanisms such as transparency, human review, and 
periodic audits (Ethics). Together, AL and FLAME provide a comprehensive model for 
leadership in the age of artificial intelligence that integrates purpose, responsibility, data, 
moral judgment, and ethical action to promote human flourishing. 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

As a conceptual article, this study proposes AL as a theological and leadership 
framework for understanding human responsibility in AI-mediated organizational 
decision-making. While the framework is grounded in existing leadership theory, biblical 
theology, and contemporary AI governance literature, it has not yet been empirically 
tested. Consequently, the effectiveness, usability, and generalizability of AL and its 
operationalization through the FLAME Framework remain areas for future investigation. 

Future research should examine the framework across diverse organizational 
contexts and industries to evaluate its practical application and effectiveness. Empirical 
studies may explore whether AL improves decision quality, ethical oversight, trust in AI-
assisted decision-making, leadership effectiveness, and organizational outcomes. 
Additional research should investigate the leadership competencies required to steward 
intelligent systems responsibly, the relationship between AL and existing leadership 
theories, and the applicability of the framework across diverse cultural, organizational, 
and regulatory environments. Longitudinal and comparative studies would further 
strengthen understanding of how leaders develop the capabilities necessary to govern 
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human–AI decision partnerships while preserving accountability and promoting human 
flourishing. 

CONCLUSION 

The rapid integration of artificial intelligence into organizational life has 
fundamentally altered the context in which leadership operates. Decisions that shape 
human lives are increasingly influenced by intelligent systems, creating new challenges 
related to accountability, ethics, and human dignity. While existing leadership theories 
provide valuable insights into influence, service, and responsibility, they do not fully 
address the complexities introduced by AI-driven decision-making. This gap 
necessitates an expanded understanding of leadership, one that encompasses not only 
the guidance of people but also the stewardship of systems. 

This article introduced the concept of AL, emphasizing that leadership in the age 
of artificial intelligence is not diminished but expanded. Leaders must operate in 
partnership with intelligent systems while retaining full moral responsibility for outcomes. 
Grounded in biblical stewardship, this perspective affirms that authority is always 
accompanied by accountability, regardless of the tools through which decisions are 
made. 

To translate this perspective into practice, the FLAME Framework was presented 
as a structured model for evaluating decisions within intelligent environments. By 
integrating Future, Leadership, Analytics, Morality, and Ethics, FLAME provides leaders 
with a comprehensive approach to navigating the tensions between technological 
capability and human responsibility. It ensures that decisions are not driven solely by 
efficiency or data but are guided by purpose, accountability, and a commitment to 
human flourishing. 

Ultimately, the question is not whether machines can make decisions, but how 
leaders will steward those decisions. As intelligent systems continue to evolve, the need 
for ethically grounded, theologically informed leadership becomes increasingly critical. 
Leadership in this context is not about relinquishing control to technology but about 
guiding its use in ways that uphold dignity, promote justice, and reflect faithful 
stewardship. In doing so, leaders fulfill their call to serve not only organizations but 
humanity itself. This ensures that technological advancement remains aligned with 
human values rather than reshaping them without accountability (Crawford, 2021; 
Zuboff, 2019). 
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