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Track Description 
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the proposed track (approximately 800–
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 Motivation and relevance of the track; 
 Key research challenges and emerging 

issues addressed 
 Track's contribution to the conference 

theme 
 Examples of topics and research 

questions that would fit within the track 

The adoption of artificial intelligence (AI) in organizations brings to the surface demands 
that pull in opposite directions. For instance, Algorithmic speed sits uneasily with the 
slower deliberation that innovation often requires. In addition, decisions to automate a 
task compete with decisions to augment the judgement of the people who perform it. 
Gains in efficiency are rarely distributed evenly, and what benefits one group of 
stakeholders may impose costs on another. Furthermore, objectives that firms pursue 
simultaneously, such as growth, employment stability, and environmental performance, 
are affected differently by the same technology. These are not minor difficulties of 
implementation but recurring features of AI adoption, and they are the subject of this 
track.  
Research on organizational tensions provides a vocabulary for examining them. Tensions 
serve as an umbrella term for interdependent demands that pull against one another 
(Putnam, Fairhurst, & Banghart, 2016). Trade-offs are decidable: one demand is advanced 
at the expense of another, and a choice can be made and acted upon (Van der Byl & 
Slawinski, 2015). Paradoxes, by contrast, can be understood as persistent contradiction 
between interdependent demands that is undecidable, since every available choice 
contradicts the premises on which the decision rests (Smith & Lewis, 2011; Berti & Cunha, 
2023). Undecidability separates the two concepts, and the separation matters, since a 
trade-off problem calls for a decision while a paradox calls for continuous management.  
The premise of this track is that AI adoption makes such tensions salient, and that whether 
they prove decidable varies with the level of analysis and with the stakeholder involved. 
By lowering the cost of search, analysis, and iteration, AI modifies the conditions under 
which demands compete, so that questions previously settled through allocation may 
cease to be so, while demands previously compatible may become irreducible. The same 
applies across actors. What a management team settles as an optimization problem may 
be experienced as a persistent paradox by the employees who implement it, and as neither 
by the stakeholders who absorb its consequences. Accordingly, the track invites 
contributions that examine these dynamics across three levels of analysis. Contributions 
that question this premise are equally welcome.  
Individual and team level: human-AI configurations. This area concerns when organizations 
substitute AI for human judgement in innovation activities, when AI is better used to 
augment it, and how managers, employees, and entrepreneurs experience these choices 
(Raisch and Krakowski, 2021; van den Broek, Sergeeva, and Huysman, 2021). 
Organizational level: search, routines, and ambidexterity. Organizational learning research 
has long treated exploration and exploitation as competing demands on the same limited 
resources (March, 1991; O'Reilly and Tushman, 2013). Gupta, Smith, and Shalley (2006) 
noted that whether the two lie at opposite ends of a continuum or are orthogonal to each 
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other is an empirical question rather than a premise, and AI bears directly on it, since it can 
extend the search for novelty and strengthen the refinement of what already exists at the 
same time (De Fano, Schena, and Russo, 2025). Evidence points in two directions. Hybrid 
human-AI problem solving can broaden the range of search outcomes (Raisch and Fomina, 
2025), while substituting machine learning for human decision making can reduce the 
diversity of organizational routines and deepen the myopia of learning (Balasubramanian, 
Ye, and Xu, 2022). This area therefore concerns how AI reshapes the micro foundations of 
exploration and exploitation, and which structural and leadership arrangements support 
established firms and new ventures under resource constraints.  
Stakeholder and inter-organizational level: the distribution of value and risk. Firms with 
strong capabilities for balancing exploration and exploitation may be more, rather than 
less, exposed to the destabilizing effects of automation on stakeholder relations (Hiebl and 
Pielsticker, 2023). This area therefore concerns who bears the costs of AI-driven 
innovation, who captures its benefits, and who decides (Freeman, 1984). It also concerns 
the conditions under which actors have the agency to respond, since paradoxes are 
generative when undecidability prompts actors to reconsider the frames that produce 
vicious circles, and pathological when a lack of agency or resources traps them within those 
circles (Berti and Cunha, 2023; Berti and Simpson, 2021).  
Furthermore, for each level a transversal domain can be applied. Specifically, it concerns 
how AI-enabled innovation relates to sustainability-oriented innovation, and how firms 
address the relationship among economic, social, and environmental objectives (Chen et 
al., 2026). The distinction outlined above is particularly consequential here, since treating 
a conflict among these objectives as a win-win, as an optimization problem, or as a paradox 
leads to different courses of action (Van der Byl and Slawinski, 2015).  
By connecting these three areas, the track offers a broad but coherent perspective on the 
parallel transformations that define the conference theme. Rather than treating AI 
adoption as a matter of efficiency and technological progress, it approaches innovation as 
a field of competing demands that firms, entrepreneurs, and their stakeholders address 
together, and it connects innovation management and entrepreneurship research with 
scholarship on stakeholder theory, organizational learning, and sustainability.  
Examples of topics and research questions include, but are not limited to:  
 
 Does AI expand or narrow organizational search, under what conditions, and which 

organizational designs help firms address the resulting demands?  
 When do organizations favor automation over augmentation in innovation activities, 

and with what consequences for the groups involved?  
 How do new ventures build AI-enabled innovation capabilities under resource 

constraints?  
 Which competing demands in AI-enabled innovation can be settled as optimization 

problems, and which prove undecidable?  
 How does AI reshape the distribution of value, risk, and decision-making power across 

stakeholders?  
 How does AI-enabled innovation relate to sustainability-oriented innovation, and how 

do firms address conflicts among economic, social, and environmental objectives?  
 Which theoretical perspectives, including paradox theory, stakeholder theory, and 

organizational learning, best account for these dynamics?  
 
We welcome conceptual, empirical, and simulation-based contributions, using qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed methods, grounded in diverse institutional and geographic 
contexts. We particularly encourage submissions that bridge two or more of these areas, 
or that connect organizational choices with their consequences for stakeholders.  

Keywords 
Please provide 4–6 keywords that best 
characterize the proposed track. 
Separate keywords using a semicolon (;) 

Artificial Intelligence; Organizational Tensions; Paradox Theory; Stakeholder Theory; 
Sustainability-Oriented Innovation  
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