From Steam to Superintelligence: Redefining
Coordination, Capital, and Incentives

Introduction

Organizations have always been mechanisms to coordinate effort, allocate resources, and
align incentives among groups of people. From small guilds to multinational corporations, the
underlying purpose is to achieve together what individuals cannot do alone. Technological
innovations have continuously reshaped how organizations fulfill this purpose. Major inflection
points — from the Industrial Revolution to the digital age — forced changes in organizational
structures and the nature of work. Each new technology (steam power, electricity, computers,
the internet, and now Al) has altered how we coordinate work (e.g. communication speed,
collaboration methods), how we allocate resources (e.g. decision-making structures, market
vs. hierarchy), and how we align incentives (e.g. through contracts, ownership, or culture).
This report provides a high-level historical overview up to the 1950s, then examines in depth the
Knowledge Worker era and subsequent technological disruptions. We will see that while tools
and structures change, the fundamental thesis remains: organizations exist to effectively bring
people and resources together toward common goals (The Visible Hand - Wikipedia) The report
also explores the impact of social media on modern organizations, the rise of decentralized and
self-managed organizational models, OpenAl’s five-level framework for Al progression, and the
potential global implications of advanced Al (AGI and ASI) on the future of work and
organizational design. Throughout, we cite reputable sources and include illustrative data (in
lieu of charts) to highlight key shifts and trends.

From the Industrial Revolution to the Managerial
Corporation (1800s-1950s)

The Industrial Revolution marked the first major inflection point in organizational structure.
Before industrialization, production was largely cottage-based or done by individual artisans and
households. The advent of mechanized factories in the late 18th and early 19th centuries
moved production into centralized facilities, giving birth to the modern firm as a distinct unit of
organization ((PDF) Industrial Revolutions and the Evolution of Firm Organization) Instead of
family labor on farms or workshops, work became “collectively organized” in factories — a shift
to team production that required coordinating many specialized workers under one roof ((PDF)
Industrial Revolutions and the Evolution of Firm Organization) Crucially, this new mode
introduced what economists later identified as the free-rider problem: when output is
team-based, it's hard to measure each individual’s contribution, so workers might shirk. The
solution (and one reason firms exist) was to appoint managers or owners as monitors who
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could oversee work and had a financial stake in the results ((PDF) Industrial Revolutions and
the Evolution of Firm Organization) By giving the owner-manager rights to the residual profits,
their incentives were aligned with the firm’s success, motivating them to coordinate and
discipline the team effectively ((PDF) Industrial Revolutions and the Evolution of Firm
Organization) In short, factories demonstrated that coordinating specialized labor inside an
organization, with proper incentive alignment, could far outperform decentralized craftsmen —
despite the new challenges of supervision and administration.

As industries grew, so did the scale of coordination. The railroads in the mid-1800s were
among the first to develop complex multi-layer management structures to handle scheduling,
maintenance, and operations across vast distances. Business historian Alfred Chandler noted
that in the 19th century, the “visible hand” of management began to replace Adam Smith’s
“invisible hand” of market forces for many transactions (The Visible Hand - Wikipedia) (The
Visible Hand - Wikipedia) Whenever administrative coordination could organize tasks more
efficiently than open market exchanges, large firms emerged to internalize those tasks (The
Visible Hand - Wikipedia) By the late 19th and early 20th century (sometimes called the Second
Industrial Revolution), companies like U.S. Steel, Standard Oil, and General Motors had grown
into massive enterprises. New communication technologies such as the telegraph and
telephone, along with innovations in accounting and logistics, enabled these firms to coordinate
across regions. They adopted hierarchical structures with multiple tiers of management
(foremen, middle managers, executives) — a stark contrast to the owner-operated businesses of
earlier eras.

A major structural innovation of this period was the multi-divisional corporation, or “M-form.”
By the 1920s, firms like DuPont and General Motors re-organized into semi-autonomous
divisions (by product or region) overseen by a central headquarters. Chandler documented that
the modern multi-unit business enterprise emerged when growing economic activity made
internal coordination more efficient than market transactions (The Visible Hand - Wikipedia) In
an M-form organization, each division had its own management, but a higher corporate office
allocated capital and set strategy across divisions. This allowed companies to exploit economies
of scale and scope — operating on a large scale and diversifying into multiple products —
without losing control ((PDF) Industrial Revolutions and the Evolution of Firm Organization) By
mid-century, this hierarchical, bureaucratic model (with clear division of labor, top-down
planning, and standardized procedures) became the dominant template for organizations
worldwide. It proved very effective at orchestrating the mass production economy: for
example, coordinating huge assembly lines and global supply chains via formal management
structures.

Visual trend.* One dramatic effect of technological progress on work in this era was the
relocation of labor across sectors. In the United States, agricultural employment plummeted
as industrial productivity rose. Around 1900, roughly 40% of the U.S. labor force worked in
agriculture; by 2000, that share had fallen to about 2% (U.S. farms still feed the world, but farm
jobs dwindle) This decline (illustrated in numerous historical charts) reflects how machinery and
better techniques enabled a tiny fraction of people to produce the nation’s food, freeing others to
work in factories or offices. Similarly, early-20th-century manufacturing saw enormous output
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gains with relatively fewer workers by century’s end, due to automation. These shifts underline a
key theme: technology changes not only how organizations are structured, but also the
composition of work itself, reducing the need for labor in some areas while creating new roles
elsewhere. Organizations had to adapt — the giant farm estates of 1800 gave way to the factory
complexes of 1900, which in turn would give way to the office towers of 2000.

By the 1950s, the hallmarks of modern organizations were firmly in place: layers of
management, functional departments (sales, production, finance, etc.), and formal rules to
handle coordination and incentive issues at scale. The principles of “scientific management”
(Frederick W. Taylor’s early 20th-century ideas) and bureaucracy (Max Weber’s theory of
efficient, rule-based administration) were widely adopted to squeeze out inefficiencies. While
often rigid, these structures excelled at their core purpose: marshaling large numbers of
people and resources toward common objectives (like churning out thousands of Model T
cars or delivering goods nationwide). The trade-off was that individual initiative and creativity
were sometimes stifled — an issue that would come to the fore later in the century.

The Knowledge Worker Era and the Digital Revolution
(1950s-1990s)

Around the mid-20th century, another inflection point began. Economies in advanced nations
started shifting from manufacturing towards services and knowledge-based work.
Management thinker Peter Drucker observed this emerging trend and in 1959 coined the term
“knowledge worker.” He predicted that by the 21st century, knowledge workers — employees
who “think for a living” by applying theoretical and analytical knowledge — would become the
most valuable assets of an organization (\What is a Knowledge Worker? | IBM) This proved
prescient. In the post-WWII decades, jobs in engineering, finance, R&D, education, healthcare,
and other knowledge-intensive fields grew rapidly, while the relative share of blue-collar
production jobs declined in developed countries. Drucker noted that the nature of work was
shifting: instead of manual labor creating value, it was the processing of information and
creation of new knowledge that drove productivity (What is a Knowledge Worker? | IBM)
Consequently, the management practices that treated workers like interchangeable cogs on an
assembly line had to evolve. “You can’t treat knowledge workers like cogs in a machine,” as one
analysis put it — they need autonomy and empowerment to be effective (The future of
management is teal) In this era, organizations slowly became flatter and more flexible than the
strict hierarchies of the past, in order to attract and leverage skilled professionals whose
motivation came from creativity and expertise rather than just a paycheck.

Several technological innovations enabled and accelerated this shift. The advent of computers
and information technology in the 1950s—1960s provided new tools for coordination and
decision-making. Early mainframe computers were used by organizations for payroll, inventory
management, and data processing, laying the groundwork for the automation of routine
clerical work. By the 1980s, personal computers and office software had proliferated,
dramatically increasing individual productivity in tasks like document creation, analysis
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(spreadsheets), and communication. This wave of technology reduced the need for legions of
clerks and middle managers doing manual data work, while simultaneously creating new roles
in IT and requiring employees to develop new digital skills.

Perhaps more importantly, the late 20th century saw revolutionary improvements in
communication networks. The introduction of fax machines, then email and early internet in
the 1980s—-1990s, meant information could be shared instantly across an organization
regardless of geography. This enabled the rise of global corporations with distributed teams
and offices worldwide, co-creating work in real-time. Companies experimented with matrix
structures (where an employee might report to both a functional manager and a project
manager) to better utilize expert knowledge across departments. For example, an engineer
could be part of a long-term R&D unit (providing stability and skill development) but also be
assigned to various project teams for new product development, coordinating with marketing
and manufacturing. Such flexible structures were a response to an environment where
innovation and speed were becoming as important as efficiency.

The organizational culture also evolved in the knowledge era. Companies began to
emphasize motivation and purpose to align incentives, recognizing that knowledge workers
often have internal drive and expertise that can’t be tightly controlled from above. Techniques
like “management by objectives” (Drucker’s concept where employees have clear goals and
measure their own progress) and later “agile” project management in software development
gave individuals more agency in how they achieved results. At the same time, high-level
resource allocation (the realm of executives) started to rely more on data and analysis — early
business intelligence systems and management science methods (like operations research)
helped optimize complex operations beyond what a single manager’s intuition could achieve.

By the 1990s, the Internet connected organizations to the world in a way previously
unimaginable. It not only sped up internal communication but also blurred organizational
boundaries. Companies could easily outsource work across the globe, tap external expertise
(the rise of contractors and consultants), and form inter-firm networks. Concepts like “virtual
teams” emerged, where a project team could be composed of people from different
organizations collaborating online. All these developments necessitated new forms of
coordination: more negotiation and partnership skills, less command-and-control. Still, the core
purpose remained: coordinate the right people with the right information to get things done. The
best organizations in this era were those that figured out how to share knowledge effectively
(hence the rise of knowledge management programs) and how to keep employees’ incentives
aligned (through stock options, mission-driven work, or professional development) when loyalty
to a single firm was declining. In sum, technology in the late 20th century made organizations
more information-rich and networked, setting the stage for even more dramatic changes in
the 21st.

Social Media and Modern Networked Organizations
(2000s-2010s)



The 2000s introduced social media and related “Web 2.0” technologies, which have had
profound impacts on organizations — both internally and in their interaction with the public.
Social media broadly includes public platforms (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) and internal
enterprise social tools (like corporate wikis, blogs, Slack, Microsoft Teams, etc.). These tools
changed the speed and style of communication within organizations: information began to
flow more freely across hierarchical levels and departmental silos. Rather than knowledge
being locked in top-down memos or formal meetings, employees could share updates, ideas,
and feedback in real time on internal networks. An MIT study in 2006 dubbed this phenomenon
“Enterprise 2.0,” describing how wikis, blogs, and group messaging can turn a company’s
intranet into a “constantly changing structure built by distributed, autonomous peers” —
essentially a collaborative platform that mirrors how work actually gets done through informal
networks (_Enterprise 2.0: The Dawn of Emergent Collaboration ) In other words, social
technologies empowered employees at all levels to contribute to collective knowledge and
problem-solving without always waiting for orders from the chain of command.

One measurable trend was the rapid adoption of social tools in business. By the mid-2010s,
over 90% of companies surveyed were using at least one social technology for internal or
external purposes (McKinsey: Social tools to reshape organisational structures) This includes
tools for real-time team collaboration, project management, and knowledge sharing. Such
widespread use suggests that social media became a default expectation for communication,
much like email did in the 1990s. The impact on organizational structure has been significant.
According to a 2016 McKinsey report, executives believed that social tools were making their
organizations more fluid and reducing hierarchical barriers: two-thirds of respondents said
these tools allowed more frequent communication with different teams and units, and
nearly half said work was becoming more project-based (transcending formal department
boundaries) as a result (McKinsey: Social tools to reshape organisational structures) Notably,
40% predicted that teams would be able to self-organize more easily — finding the expertise
they need through the network rather than via managerial assignment (McKinsey: Social tools to
reshape organisational structures) Indeed, when employees can directly find colleagues in other
divisions who can help on a task (via an internal social platform or even a company directory
with social features), they don’t have to escalate requests up and down the hierarchy.
McKinsey’s data even showed many executives expect the formal org chart to flatten, with the
“organization’s formal hierarchy becoming much flatter or disappearing completely” in
some cases as social tech matures (McKinsey: Social tools to reshape organisational
structures) Instead of rigid layers, the organization becomes more of a network of connections
and expertise. Performance evaluation might shift too — some companies experiment with peer
recognition or feedback systems visible on internal social feeds, complementing or replacing
traditional top-down appraisals (McKinsey: Social tools to reshape organisational structures)

Externally, public social media has forced companies to become more transparent and
responsive. Consumers now air their complaints and praise in public forums, meaning
organizations must monitor and engage with social media to protect their brand image. This has
led to new roles like social media managers and online community teams. It’s also flattened the
relationship between CEOs and front-line customers/employees — for instance, a CEO’s tweet


https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/enterprise-the-dawn-of-emergent-collaboration/#:~:text=Do%20we%20finally%20have%20the,way%20work%20really%20gets%20done
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=Potential%20improvements%20The%20research%20finds,somewhat%20integrated%20into%20employees%E2%80%99%20work
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=Reshaping%20organisations%20The%20continued%20development%2C,organise
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=%28cited%20by%2066,organise
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=%28cited%20by%2066,organise
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=Additional%20changes%20that%20can%20arise,peers%20rather%20than%20by%20managers
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=Additional%20changes%20that%20can%20arise,peers%20rather%20than%20by%20managers
https://www.consultancy.uk/news/12136/mckinsey-social-tools-to-reshape-organisational-structures#:~:text=Additional%20changes%20that%20can%20arise,peers%20rather%20than%20by%20managers

can directly communicate strategy to the world without any middle management interpretation,
and an employee’s viral LinkedIn post can influence a company’s reputation. Social media can
thus dissolve traditional filters on information, making organizational reputations more fragile
but also providing powerful new channels for marketing and recruitment. Modern organizations
often maintain official presences on multiple social platforms and encourage employees to be
“brand ambassadors” online, blending personal and corporate communication.

From an internal perspective, one of the most positive effects of enterprise social media is
knowledge democratization. Useful information (a solution to a problem, a customer insight, a
best practice) posted on a wiki or forum can reach anyone in the company who needs it, rather
than being trapped in a particular office or team. This echoes the core coordination function of
organizations: social media simply provides a faster, more scalable way to coordinate
knowledge and effort. A story from an investment bank around 2005 illustrated that after
deploying internal blogs and wikis, staff were able to surface needed features and fix issues
collaboratively much quicker than before ( Enterprise 2.0: The Dawn of Emergent Collaboration
) However, challenges remain: information overload, the need to maintain data security, and
ensuring that increased communication actually translates into better decisions rather than “too
many cooks.” Many firms had to update policies and train employees on appropriate social
media usage to balance openness with professionalism.

In summary, the social media era has tilted organizations toward a more open, networked
model. The rigid hierarchies of the mid-20th century are gradually loosening into flexible
networks where communication is many-to-many instead of top-down. While formal structure
(titles, reporting lines) still exists, the real structure of modern organizations is often in the web
of connections that social tools enable. This shift reinforces the idea that organizations evolve
to improve coordination: when the technology allows every worker to have a voice and instant
connections, the organization’s design adapts to take advantage of that — becoming more
transparent, agile, and collaborative.

Pioneers of Decentralized and Self-Managed Systems

Even as social technologies were changing traditional organizations, some pioneers went
further — reimagining the organization itself by removing or radically altering the hierarchy.
These approaches draw inspiration from concepts like self-management, holacracy,
sociocracy, and what Frederic Laloux termed “Teal organizations.” All share a common goal: to
better align human initiative and incentives by distributing authority and encouraging
ownership at all levels. Here we highlight a few early movers in this space and what they
introduced:

e Holacracy and HolacracyOne: Holacracy is a system of organizational governance
where traditional manager roles are replaced by a structured set of rules and
distributed authority. It was developed in the early 2000s by Brian Robertson, who in
2007 founded HolacracyOne to promote and support this new approach (Beyond
Bosses — Holacracy) In a Holacracy, the organization is made up of self-organizing
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teams called circles, and people hold multiple roles with defined responsibilities.
Instead of a boss telling an employee what to do, teams govern themselves via regular
meetings and a constitution that outlines how decisions are made and conflicts resolved.
Holacracy gained fame when online retailer Zappos adopted it in 2013, eliminating
managers in favor of this framework. A Harvard Business Review article noted that
Holacracy is “the best-known and most fully specified” alternative to the traditional
hierarchy, and by 2016 it was in use at over 1,000 organizations worldwide (Beyond
Bosses — Holacracy) The benefit is supposed to be greater agility and engagement:
decisions are made closer to the front lines by the people doing the work, and roles can
be updated frequently as needs change. However, holacracy also requires a lot of
discipline (following the governance process) and isn’t a cure-all — it works best when an
organization’s culture is ready for high transparency and personal accountability.

encode.org and the For-Purpose Enterprise: encode.org is an example of a small
organization pushing the boundaries of self-management and legal structure. It
describes itself as operating “as a fully Decentralized Autonomous Organization since
2014 — just off chain.” (Qur Purpose — encode.org) In essence, encode.org has no
conventional bosses; it runs on a framework called the For-Purpose Enterprise model.
This model, influenced by both holacracy and sociocracy, attempts to decentralize not
just decision-making but also ownership and governance. Members of encode.org have
roles and accountabilities, and the organization’s purpose (its core mission) is the
ultimate boss. “Decentralized Autonomous Organization (DAO)” is a term more
commonly associated with blockchain projects, but encode.org achieved a DAO-like
structure without using blockchain — it created rules and agreements that allow it to
function without a hierarchical management, aligning everyone directly to the
organization’s purpose and stakeholders. This pioneering approach foreshadows how
some future companies might be structured: as peer-to-peer networks governed by
smart contracts or explicit rules, rather than executive fiat. While encode.org is small, it
shows that even things like resource allocation (budget decisions, distributing profits)
and incentive design (rewarding contributors) can be done in a participatory, rule-driven
way. It's an ongoing experiment in whether you can completely decentralize a company
yet still coordinate effectively — early evidence suggests it's possible, albeit with cultural
and legal hurdles.

Sociocracy and Sociocracy For All: Sociocracy (meaning “governance by the socios,
i.e., the members of the organization”) is a system dating back to the mid-20th century
but gaining new traction today. It emphasizes circular structure, consent-based
decision-making, and feedback loops. In a sociocratic organization, hierarchy is
flattened into a series of interlinked circles (teams), each of which has a specific
domain. Decisions within circles are made by consent — not consensus (which requires
everyone to agree), but consent meaning no one has a reasoned objection. This
ensures broad buy-in while avoiding veto paralysis. Sociocracy For All (SoFA) is a
nonprofit founded to spread these ideas; it is itself organized sociocratically. As their own
description states, “We are a member-run nonprofit social enterprise that provides easy
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access to resources, training and implementation of sociocracy.” (Sociocracy is
democratic and self-managing: What are the benefits?) SoFA has helped schools,
cooperatives, businesses, and communities adopt sociocratic methods. A key feature of
sociocracy is double-linking: a lower circle elects a representative to participate in the
decision-making of the next higher circle, and likewise a leader from the higher circle sits
in the lower circle — this creates feedback up and down, ensuring information flow and
alignment of purpose without a single authoritarian figure. The benefits reported include
more egalitarian participation, higher transparency, and decisions that stick because
people had a say. In terms of incentive alignment, sociocracy increases intrinsic
motivation — people feel heard and thus more committed to group decisions. It's
essentially an architecture for democratic, self-managed workplaces, and SoFA is one
of the leading entities professionalizing this approach for wider adoption.

Frederic Laloux’s Reinventing Organizations (Teal Organizations): In 2014, Frederic
Laloux published a landmark study of organizations that had evolved novel management
principles. He categorized these as “Teal” organizations (using “teal” to denote a
developmental stage beyond traditional models). Laloux documented real-world
companies — ranging from a Dutch nursing company (Buurtzorg with thousands of
nurses and no traditional bosses), to a U.S. manufacturing firm (Morning Star, a tomato
processor with self-managing teams), to a family-owned metal manufacturer (FAVI in
France) — that operate with self-management, wholeness, and a strong sense of
purpose instead of hierarchy and bureaucracy (The future of management is teal) (The
future of management is teal) These organizations proved that even at scale (some had
hundreds or thousands of employees), you can run a company with no managers in the
conventional sense. They typically replace hierarchical control with a combination of
peer relationships, distributed decision authority, and transparent rules. For
example, Buurtzorg’s 9,000+ employees organize themselves into autonomous teams of
about 10-12 nurses, each team handling all the home care patients in a neighborhood;
they decide hiring, scheduling, and care protocols locally (The future of management is
teal) There’s a small back-office for support, but no middle management — yet outcomes
have been stellar (high patient and employee satisfaction at lower cost). Laloux noted
that self-management doesn’t mean chaos or equal authority for all — it requires
clear processes so that “decision rights and power flow to any individual who has
expertise or a proposal,” rather than having to run every decision through a management
chain (The future of management is teal) In Teal organizations, power is deeply
embedded in the roles and teams rather than held at the top (The future of
management is teal) They also emphasize people bringing their whole selves to work
(instead of a professional mask) and evolving purpose (adapting as a living system).
Laloux’s work, along with the practical frameworks like Holacracy and Sociocracy, has
inspired many leaders to experiment with “boss-less” or decentralized management
in the 2010s.
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Collectively, these pioneers demonstrate that decentralization and self-management are
viable in many contexts — not just theoretical ideals. They represent an attempt to fundamentally
improve how organizations coordinate and motivate people by moving decision-making to
the edges (where the information is) and by aligning incentives through purpose and peer
accountability rather than just top-down targets. While not yet the norm, they are important
because they address long-standing limitations of hierarchies (slowness, disengagement,
innovation bottlenecks). As technology (especially communication tools) made it easier for
groups to self-organize, these models show one trajectory for the future of work: organizations
that look less like rigid pyramids and more like organic networks or organisms, constantly
reconfiguring to achieve their goals. It's a trend to watch, especially as we enter an age where
even more disruptive technology — artificial intelligence — is coming into play.

The Rise of Al: OpenAl’s Five Levels of Al and Their
Impact on Work

We are now in the early stages of another seismic technological shift: the rise of advanced
Artificial Intelligence. Al has been gradually automating tasks for decades (expert systems,
robotics, etc.), but the recent breakthroughs in machine learning and especially generative Al
(like OpenAl’'s GPT-4) suggest we are approaching a new inflection point in how work is done
and how organizations are structured. OpenAl, one of the leading Al research organizations,
has proposed a framework of five levels of Al capability to chart progress toward Artificial
General Intelligence (AGI) (What Are OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?)
(What Are OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?) Each level represents a
qualitative leap in what Al can do, and thus each could have distinct implications for labor,
capital, and entrepreneurship. Below is an overview of OpenAl’s five levels, along with the
potential impact of each stage on organizations and the economy:

1. Level 1 — Chatbots and Conversational Al: At this current stage, Al systems can
engage in human-like dialogue and perform natural language tasks. They excel at
answering questions, providing explanations, summarizing information, and automating
basic interactions. For example, OpenAl’s ChatGPT or voice assistants like Siri/Alexa fall
into this category. Impact: These Al are primarily augmentative tools. They can handle
customer inquiries (think Al chat support), assist with scheduling or FAQs, draft
documents, and serve as research assistants. This level of Al raises productivity by
taking over routine communication tasks — one human worker can now do more with an
Al helper. Some jobs, especially in customer service or administrative support, are
beginning to be replaced or redefined (e.g. a human supervises several Al chat agents).
However, these Al do not have independent problem-solving beyond what’s in their
training data; they lack the ability to reason about new complex problems or take
actions in the world. Organizations at this stage benefit from cost savings and speed, but
still require human oversight for any non-routine issue. From a labor perspective,
workers need to learn to work alongside Al (prompting them effectively, checking their
outputs), and new roles like “Al chatbot trainers” have emerged. The nature of work
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starts shifting to monitoring and enhancing Al outputs rather than doing all tasks
manually. Entrepreneurship opportunities grow as well — many new startups are built
around applying conversational Al to different industries.

Level 2 — Reasoners: This next level is defined by OpenAl as Al that can perform
basic problem-solving at the level of a highly educated human (PhD), without
needing external tools (OpenAl on the steps for Al to reach human intelligence) (What
Are OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?) These “Reasoners” can
logically work through novel tasks, analyze data, and make inferences, as long as the
problems are bounded and they can be solved with knowledge and reasoning (but the Al
might still not initiate its own goals). Impact: If achieved, this would significantly affect
knowledge work. An Al reasoner could, for instance, read and understand scientific
papers to propose hypotheses, debug code by understanding it, or diagnose an issue
from symptoms like a skilled doctor (given medical knowledge). Jobs that rely on years
of training and intellectual expertise could be augmented or competed with by Al. This
doesn’t necessarily mean wholesale replacement of doctors or lawyers, but those
professionals might offload analytical parts of their work to Al and focus on judgment,
ethics, and client interaction. For organizations, Level 2 Al can improve decision-making
and problem-solving quality. Imagine strategic planning aided by an Al that can analyze
market trends and predict outcomes as well as a team of MBAs, or R&D projects
accelerated by Al making research suggestions. Labor-wise, some roles may become
redundant (why hire 10 analysts when an Al can do the analysis?), but new roles will
emerge in supervising Al reasoning, validating results, and integrating Al into workflows.
In terms of capital, investing in these Al could yield high returns, meaning companies
with access to “Reasoners” might outperform those without. Entrepreneurship could
flourish because small teams can tackle big problems — e.g. a startup with a good Al
might not need a large analyst staff to innovate in finance or drug discovery.

Level 3 — Agents: At this stage, Al systems move from tools to actors — they can carry
out sequences of actions autonomously over a sustained period (“several days on behalf
of a user”) to achieve a goal (OpenAl on the steps for Al to reach human intelligence)
(What Are OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?) These Al Agents
would not just respond to prompts, but could be given an objective and then navigate
software, use tools, and perform multi-step tasks to accomplish it. For example, you
might instruct an Al agent to “organize an international conference,” and it could book
venues, invite speakers (via emails it writes), coordinate marketing, and so forth,
checking in only for high-level approval. Impact: This is potentially transformational for
coordination work. A lot of human labor in organizations is about managing processes
— project managers, coordinators, assistants who juggle tasks. Al Agents could handle
much of this process execution. This means a company’s operations might be run 24/7
by software agents that don't tire. It could sharply reduce the need for middie
management and routine project oversight. Human workers might shift to more
strategic or creative roles, or work in tandem with agents (for instance, one human
oversees 5 Al agents each managing different projects). The boundary between labor
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and capital also blurs here: an Al agent can be seen as a form of labor (doing work) that
is owned by the organization (capital). If such agents become common and affordable,
labor costs could drop and productivity could soar, benefiting capital owners. However, it
also opens entrepreneurship to more people — an individual entrepreneur could deploy a
fleet of Al agents to run a whole micro-company (handling marketing, sales, fulfillment
digitally), effectively lowering the barrier to entry in many markets. This
democratization of capability could lead to an explosion of small ventures, as well as
fierce competition for traditional firms. Organizations will need to rethink incentive
structures: how do you reward performance when tasks are done by Al? It might shift
toward rewarding human creativity and oversight, since that's where humans contribute.

Level 4 — Innovators: Here Al reaches a point of not just doing tasks or solving given
problems, but generating new ideas and inventions — essentially contributing to
innovation and R&D as a creative colleague (OpenAl on the steps for Al to reach human
intelligence) (What Are OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?) A Level
4 Al could, for example, come up with a new engineering design, formulate a new drug
molecule, or even create a new art style, with minimal human guidance. Impact:
Innovation has historically been a key competitive advantage for organizations and
economies. If Al can consistently innovate, it changes the innovation process
dramatically. It could shorten product development cycles — imagine an Al generating
dozens of prototype designs overnight, far faster than human teams. Companies could
rely on Al to explore research directions, meaning even a small firm could have an “Al
R&D department” pushing the frontiers. This democratizes innovation but also could lead
to over-supply of new ideas, making the selection of ideas (which ones to pursue) the
new challenge. Human labor in creative and scientific fields would need to evolve: rather
than manually crunching experiments, professionals might become curators and
integrators of Al-generated ideas. For instance, architects might get dozens of
building designs from an Al and then use their judgment to pick the one that best fits
human needs and aesthetics. The role of human creativity may shift to setting high-level
direction or adding the empathetic, values-driven touch that Al lacks. Capital-wise, the
returns on R&D investment might increase as Al amplifies output, potentially rewarding
those who invest in Al capabilities. Entrepreneurship could see new types of startups
— perhaps Al themselves filing patents or creating intellectual property that is then
exploited by human entrepreneurs. There may also be legal and incentive questions: if
an Al invents something, who owns it and how is the Al “rewarded”? This is uncharted
territory. But clearly, organizations that harness Level 4 Al could leap ahead, whereas
those that don’t may find themselves lagging in innovation.

Level 5 — “Organizations”: This final stage in OpenAl’s scale describes an Al (or Al
system) that can perform the work of an entire organization on its own (What Are
OpenAl's Five Levels of Al -- And Where Are We Now?) In effect, if reached, an Al could
manage, execute, and optimize all business functions — from strategy and finance to
production and customer service — without a human staff. This would be the realization
of true Artificial General Intelligence (AGl), as such an Al can outperform humans at
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most or all tasks required to run an enterprise. Impact: This is a profound scenario that
challenges the very definition of work and organization. In a Level 5 world, the traditional
factors of production — labor and capital — converge: an Al organization needs very little
human labor, maybe only data or maintenance, and “hiring” an Al is more like deploying
capital. The cost of running a large organization could plummet, making goods and
services extremely cheap (as Altman envisaged, perhaps halving in cost repeatedly)
(Moore’s Law and the Future of Work; are we ready for an Al tipping point? - InView) We
might see fully autonomous corporations that compete or collaborate with human-run
companies. For example, one could imagine an “Al company” that offers delivery
services: it manages a fleet of drones and vehicles, plans routes, handles customer
orders, etc., all via Al. Human involvement might just be in ownership, regulatory
oversight, or setting high-level goals (if even that). For labor, this level obviously implies
massive displacement — most jobs as we know them (from junior analysts to CEOs)
might no longer be necessary in their current form. This doesn’t mean humans have
nothing to do; rather, the concept of a job for income could fade, requiring society to find
new ways to allocate income and purpose (hobbies, creative pursuits, volunteerism,
etc.). It strengthens the case for economic mechanisms like Universal Basic Income
because wealth generation could become decoupled from human work (Moore’s Law
and the Future of Work; are we ready for an Al tipping point? - InView) Incentive
alignment in an Al-run organization is a technical matter: programmers would hard-code
or train the Al’s objectives to align with owners’ goals, and traditional concepts like
employee bonuses become irrelevant. Entrepreneurship might shift to
“entrepreneuring” Al —i.e., designing an Al, setting it loose to find a viable business
model, and then reaping returns as an investor. The competitive dynamics could be
extreme: Al organizations might scale or replicate at a speed impossible for human
organizations, potentially leading to winner-take-all effects in some markets (since the
best Al could dominate). On the flip side, if such Al are widely accessible, it could mean
an explosion of wealth universally (everyone could have personal Als handling their
needs, effectively making everyone as productive as a whole company — a vision of
radical abundance).

OpenAl’s internal assessment reportedly is that as of mid-2023, their Al is at Level 1
(conversational) and nearing Level 2 (reasoning) (OpenAl on the steps for Al to reach human
intelligence) Each subsequent level is speculative and increasingly complex, with Level 5 being
essentially the realm of AG/. Achieving Level 5 would likely require not just algorithmic
advances but also addressing Al safety, ethics, and control to ensure such powerful Al
systems act in alignment with human values. Organizations will likely phase through these
levels: first integrating Al assistants (Level 1), then maybe automating specialist tasks (Level 2),
and so on, rather than jumping straight to Al CEOs. During this progression, the nature of
human work will shift from doing the work, to training the Al, providing oversight, and
handling exceptional cases or areas requiring distinctly human qualities (like emotional
intelligence, morality, and complex interpersonal negotiation). For example, in a Level 3
scenario, humans might still define the objectives for Al Agents and step in if the Al encounters
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a situation it wasn’t prepared for (similar to how autopilot in airplanes works with human pilots
as fallback).

In terms of organizational structure, as Al takes over more decision-making, companies might
become “hyper-flat.” The “org chart” could literally be a human or small board at the top, and
then an Al system executing everything else. Or it could even be flat with no humans in daily
operations at all. Some have envisioned Decentralized Autonomous Organizations (DAOSs)
run by Al code — essentially the company’s bylaws and operating procedures exist as smart
software that automatically carries out tasks (this is analogous to encode.org’s off-chain DAO
experiment, but with even less human involvement). Such possibilities raise big questions: How
do traditional corporate governance and laws apply when an Al is effectively the management?
How do we handle accountability (if an Al-run trucking company’s vehicle causes an accident,
who is liable)? These are challenges that society and regulators will need to address as we
approach higher Al levels.

Global Implications of AGI and ASI on Work and
Organizational Structures

If and when we reach Artificial General Intelligence (AGI) — Al with broad, human-level
cognitive abilities — and even Artificial Superintelligence (ASI) — Al that far exceeds human
intelligence — the implications will be global and systemic. We are essentially talking about a
general-purpose technology that could rival the Industrial Revolution in its impact, or more likely,
far surpass it. Here are several key areas of impact and considerations:

e Productivity Boom and Economic Abundance: AGI could usher in an era of
unprecedented productivity. Sam Altman imagines a world where Al-driven efficiency
makes “everything...half as expensive every two years,” effectively a deflationary boom
in the cost of living (Moore’s Law and the Future of Work: are we ready for an Al tipping
point? - InView) If AGI can automate the production of goods and services, it could solve
problems of scarcity — energy, food, manufactured products might become abundant and
cheap (assuming resources and environmental factors are managed). This raises the
prospect of a post-scarcity economy where the basic needs of all humans could be met
with relatively little human labor input. For organizations, this means the value is less in
controlling physical assets or labor, and more in controlling information, algorithms,
and access to data. Traditional companies might find their margins shrinking if Al
makes it easy for competitors to replicate services at near-zero cost. On a societal level,
abundance could be a great positive — people could have more freedom to choose
how to spend their time if survival needs are met by automated means. However,
transitioning to that state could be very disruptive to existing industries (much like
mechanization devastated some artisanal jobs, but on a far larger scale).

e Labor Displacement and the Future of Work: The displacement of jobs by Al could be
orders of magnitude faster than past technological revolutions. Unlike the Industrial
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Revolution, which phased out some jobs (like handweaving) but created others (like
machine operators) over generations, AGI might compress such shifts into years or a
decade. Many economists and futurists are concerned about the end of many types of
work. Altman suggests that in an Al-dominated economy, ‘people will still have jobs, but
those jobs won'’t be creating as much economic value” (Moore’s Law and the Future of
Work; are we ready for an Al tipping point? - InView) — meaning human labor becomes a
smaller factor in output. We might see a bifurcation: a limited number of high-skill jobs
(Al research, strategic roles, artisan and human-touch roles) remain highly valued, while
a lot of other roles simply disappear or pay much less because Al can do them. This
scenario makes concepts like Universal Basic Income (UBI) very relevant. If Al agents
are doing the lion’s share of work, one way to keep the economy running is to tax the
Al-driven production (or the owners of the Al) and redistribute purchasing power to the
population (Moore’s Law and the Future of Work: are we ready for an Al tipping point? -
InView) In fact, Altman has proposed taxing companies or land heavily and giving
everyone a dividend as a way to ensure everyone benefits from Al productivity gains
(Moore’s Law and the Future of Work: are we ready for an Al tipping point? - InView)
The idea is that incentives for individuals will shift — instead of working for income,
people might receive income and focus on types of work that Al can’t do or that we want
humans to do (like creative arts, caregiving, community-building, or purely optional
entrepreneurial projects). It's worth noting that historically, new kinds of jobs have
emerged with technology (for example, the IT industry itself was born in the 20th
century). Optimists believe new roles for humans will arise (perhaps in supervising Al, in
ethicist roles, in human experience design, etc.). But a highly capable AGI/ASI will force
us to redefine what meaningful work is — possibly decoupling the concept of “a job”
from survival and instead framing work as something people choose for fulfillment, while
their livelihood is ensured by the high productivity of Al-run systems.

Wealth Distribution and Inequality: AGI has a double-edged effect on inequality. On
one hand, if its benefits are widely distributed (e.g., via cheap services or UBI), it could
greatly reduce inequality in access to goods and quality of life — even someone
without a job could have their needs met and access Al tutors, Al healthcare, etc.,
closing gaps in education and health outcomes globally. On the other hand, if the
ownership of AGl is concentrated (say, in a handful of tech giants or nations), the wealth
generated by AGI could be massively concentrated as well. We might see an
extreme version of the current digital economy, where winner-take-all dynamics create
trillionaires while others struggle. The global implications are profound: countries that
develop or control AGI could economically overshadow those that don'’t. For instance, a
country with AGI-managed industries might produce goods so cheaply that other
countries’ industries can’t compete, or it might dominate militarily with autonomous
systems. Global inequality could increase if no mechanisms exist to share Al benefits.
This is why discussions have begun about treating advanced Al similarly to global public
goods or at least coordinating via international agreements. Some propose a global tax
on Al profits or a data dividend. Altman himself acknowledges the UBI model he
suggests is national, and it's unclear how developing countries would fund such a thing if
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they aren’t home to major Al companies (Moore’s Law and the Future of Work; are we
ready for an Al tipping point? - InView) This raises the risk of a global Al divide, where
Al-rich countries flourish and Al-poor countries fall behind (Moore’s Law and the Future
of Work: are we ready for an Al tipping point? - InView) International organizations might
need to step in to advocate for more equitable sharing of AGI tech and its fruits —
perhaps akin to how global climate initiatives try to balance responsibilities between rich
and poor nations.

Geopolitics and Power Structures: AGI could shift the balance of global power.
Historically, major tech advances (like nuclear energy, space flight, the internet) became
arenas of international competition. We already see competition in Al development
between the U.S., China, and other regions. If AGl is achieved, the entity (whether a
corporation or state) that controls it may wield enormous influence. An AGI could
accelerate scientific discovery including potentially weapons development or
cybersecurity offense/defense, leading to new military capabilities. This raises concerns
about an Al arms race. To mitigate negative outcomes, some experts call for global
cooperation on AGI safety — analogous to nuclear arms control — to ensure no single
actor takes reckless actions with ASI. On the flip side, a benevolent AGI under
international supervision could be used to optimize global issues like climate
remediation, poverty alleviation, and disease eradication in a coordinated way beyond
what fragmented human institutions have achieved. That might mean empowering a
global organization (e.g., a revamped UN or a new body) with AGI tools. Such prospects
challenge current organizational structures at the highest level: one can imagine the
need for new transnational institutions or treaties specifically for Al governance.

Organizational Forms and Autonomy: With AGI/ASI, we might witness the emergence
of entirely new organizational forms. One idea floated in tech circles is fully automated
Decentralized Autonomous Organizations (DAOs) that run on blockchain smart
contracts, where an Al could be integrated to make decisions “on-chain” based on data
and predefined goals. This would be an organization with no physical headquarters, no
employees, just code executing. For example, an “investment DAO” with ASI could
allocate capital across the world to the most promising projects, effectively acting as a
constantly learning hedge fund manager — potentially distributing profits to token holders
globally without any human fund managers. Traditional corporations might also
transform: boards of directors might include Al advisors or even Al members if they
prove to have superior judgment. Some futurists even imagine “Al mentors” or “Al
bosses” that a human worker might report to, flipping the current script. If an Al can
evaluate performance and teach skills better than a human manager, organizations
might implement that to improve efficiency. This raises psychological and ethical
questions of how humans would feel taking orders from machines, but it could happen
gradually (for instance, gig economy drivers today sometimes feel they work for an
algorithm that assigns rides — an early example of an Al-ish system managing people).
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e Ethical and Existential Considerations: Finally, at the ASI level, there is the
well-publicized existential risk argument — that a superintelligent Al might become
uncontrollable and pose a threat to humanity. If organizations implement ASI as part of
their structure, safety measures and governance are paramount. This might lead to
new roles like Al auditors, ethicists, and regulators embedded in organizations (or
external) to constantly monitor Al decisions. On a societal level, ensuring aligned AGI
(i.e., its goals are aligned with human values and well-being) is critical. Organizations will
likely need to comply with evolving laws about Al transparency and decision
accountability. We might see something like Al “driver’s licenses” for Al models —
certifications that an Al system meets certain safety standards before it can be deployed
commercially (somewhat akin to FDA approvals for drugs). All organizations globally
would have to follow these rules, perhaps overseen by international consensus, to
reduce the risk of a rogue ASI incident. In effect, managing ASI may become one of
humanity’s largest organizational challenges, requiring unprecedented cooperation
across companies and nations.

In conclusion, AGI and ASI have the potential to redefine work and organizations at a
fundamental level across the globe. If Industrial Revolutions empowered humans to
coordinate muscle power and mechanical tools at scale, the Intelligence Revolution will enable
coordination of cognitive power far beyond human limits. Organizations will still aim to
coordinate effort, allocate resources, and align incentives — but the “effort” may largely be
coming from machines, the resources might be managed by Al, and the incentives might need
to be aligned between humans and intelligent machines rather than among humans alone. This
could lead to a post-work society where human well-being no longer depends on employment,
or to a highly unequal society where those who control Al prosper while others are marginalized
— the outcome will depend on the choices we make now in designing policies and sharing
the benefits of Al. What'’s clear is that the global scale of impact demands thinking beyond
individual organizations: the entire concept of an economy driven by human labor is up for
transformation. Just as earlier innovators like those in the Teal movement reimagined internal
structures to be more human-centric, the challenge with AGI will be to ensure our future
organizations (however autonomous or Al-driven) remain humanity-centric — serving the needs
of people at large, and not just the technology or its owners.

Conclusion

Over the past two centuries, technological inflection points have repeatedly transformed
organizations and the nature of work. The Industrial Revolution pulled work from cottages into
factories, giving rise to formal organizations to coordinate specialized labor and outcompete
markets through managerial control (The Visible Hand - Wikipedia) The Managerial
Corporation era (late 19th to mid-20th century) built steep hierarchies and bureaucracies as
the tools to allocate resources efficiently at scale, with the “visible hand” of management
guiding mass production where the invisible hand of the market alone could not (The Visible
Hand - Wikipedia) In the latter 20th century, the Knowledge Worker era forced organizations to
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become more flexible and empowering, as educated workers and rapid information flows made
rigid hierarchies obsolete. Technologies like computers and the internet enabled more
distributed decision-making and led to leaner, more networked structures. The rise of social
media in the 2000s further flattened communication — a survey of executives showed
expectations that social tools would make formal hierarchies much flatter or even disappear in
favor of project-based, self-organizing teams (McKinsey: Social tools to reshape organisational
structures) In parallel, visionary pioneers experimented with self-managed and decentralized
models (Holacracy, sociocracy, Teal, etc.), proving that even without managers, people can
coordinate and govern themselves effectively given the right frameworks (Beyond Bosses —
Holacracy) (Our Purpose — encode.org) All these shifts supported the thesis that organizations
exist to coordinate effort, allocate resources, and align incentives — and when old
structures no longer serve those functions well, new ones emerge.

Now, as we stand on the brink of the Al age, the same thesis holds but the context is
unprecedented. OpenAl’s five levels of Al suggest that we may be transitioning from
organizations of people using tools to organizations of people and Al agents working together,
and eventually to organizations of Als supervised by people (What Are OpenAl's Five Levels of
Al -- And Where Are We Now?) Each stage will challenge us to rethink roles, responsibilities,
and reward systems. The core purpose of organizations remains coordination — but if Als
can handle much of the coordination and execution, human roles will shift to oversight, strategy,
and ensuring that organizational objectives remain aligned with human values.

A striking constant through history is that technology amplifies human capabilities — steam
and electricity amplified our muscle, computers amplified our logic, and Al is amplifying (and
perhaps surpassing) our cognition. Yet, organizations have been the vehicle to harness
these amplified capabilities. A lone individual with a steam engine could not industrialize the
world — it took railways and factories (organizations) to do so. Similarly, a powerful Al by itself
won’t automatically benefit society; it will depend on how we embed it into organizational and
institutional structures. This is why understanding the evolution of organizational models is so
important: it provides insight into how we might consciously design the next generation of
organizations to ensure that new technology truly serves collective human interests.

In essence, organizations are a means to an end: cooperative achievement. Each major
technological era has redefined the means — from foremen with stopwatches to digital networks
to autonomous algorithms — but the end goal has always been to effectively combine resources
and people to create value. Going forward, we may see entities that look less like firms and
more like digital ecosystems or DAOs, yet they will face the same fundamental challenges of
any organization: Who does what? How are resources shared? How are contributors
rewarded and motivated? The answers will evolve, but guided by lessons from the past and
ethical considerations for the future, we can strive to ensure that the coming Al-driven
transformations lead to organizations that not only are more efficient, but also more
human-centric in purpose. The journey from steam engines to intelligent machines has been
one of increasing productive potential; the task now is to shape our organizations and societies
so that this potential is realized in a way that broadly elevates humanity. Each inflection point,
from the Industrial Revolution to the Knowledge Age to the imminent AGI revolution, reaffirms
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that while technology changes work;, it is up to us to change organizations for the better —
aligning them with the timeless need to coordinate our efforts toward a prosperous and
equitable world.






