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Introduction — The Successful
Rollout That Changes Nothing

The budget was approved. Accounts were provisioned. A vendor ran a
convincing demonstration. Managers attended training, and a pilot team
began using the new system. A few people can now produce drafts,
summaries, analyses, or customer responses much faster than before.

Then the conversation reaches workflow, authority, performance, and
capacity. It gets quieter.

Ask one question: Which real workflow has changed?

Not which tool was purchased. Not how many people completed training.
Not whether a demonstration can produce a respectable answer. Which
sequence of work now moves differently from the moment a request
arrives to the moment a customer, colleague, or manager receives a
result?

Many leaders do not resist Al. They resist what Al forces them to change.

They want the tool without the redesign: faster output without a different
workflow, automation without a capacity decision, and assistance without a
clearer answer to who can stop, decide, or repair the work. That product
does not exist.

In organizations that struggle with Al, the answer is often vague. A team
says it is “using Al for research.” Another says it has “embedded Al in
sales.” A functional leader points to a pilot. But the request still comes in
the old way. The same approval still waits in the same inbox. The same
experienced employee remains the only one who knows why an exception
matters. The system may have made an individual faster, yet the
organization is still running the old loop.



This is the central problem of the book. Deploying a tool is not the same as
changing how the organization operates.

Al makes the distinction unavoidable because it lowers the cost of
execution. Work that once required hours of searching, compiling, drafting,
sorting, or comparing can often be started in minutes. That is a real change
in capability. It is not, on its own, a change in the organization.

The organization still has to decide what the faster work is for. It has to
decide what a person reviews, where exceptions go, what gets recorded,
which authority changes, and how any capacity released by Al will be
used. It has to decide what happens when a system is confident and
wrong. It has to decide whether people will contribute the context and
judgment that make the system useful, or protect that knowledge because
they see no credible return for sharing it.

None of those decisions can be delegated to a model. A model can
produce an output. It cannot carry the organization’s accountability for the
consequence of that output.

The practical end state this book builds toward is an accountability unit: a
form of organization suited to a world in which a person and an Al-enabled
system can execute more work together than either could alone, while
accountability still has to land somewhere human and legible. For now,
hold that phrase as a promise, not a definition. We will earn it by working
through the operating changes that make it necessary.

By the end, we will see why an accountable firm does not centralize
every decision. It makes responsibility visible wherever consequential work
is done.

Start with a familiar loop. A customer raises a complaint. A service
representative reads it and asks a supervisor for help. The supervisor
checks the order history, the product record, and perhaps a production or
delivery status. Someone proposes a response. Someone else decides
whether the response commits the company to a refund, replacement, or



other remedy. The customer receives an answer. Later, the organization
may discover whether that answer resolved the problem, triggered another
complaint, or revealed a flaw in the process.

Al can support several steps in that loop. It can summarize the history,
classify the complaint, retrieve relevant guidance, draft a response, flag a
missing fact, or suggest an escalation. But the operating question remains:
what changes around the tool?

Does the representative now see the same information at the right
moment? Does the supervisor review different cases, or merely receive
more of the same work faster? Is there a clear boundary between a helpful
draft and a promise the company is prepared to honor? When an answer is
corrected, does the correction improve the next answer, or disappear into
one person’s private workaround? If the system produces a wrong
recommendation, who can stop it, correct the process, and make sure the
error does not recur?

Those questions are not administrative detail placed on top of Al. They are
the work of making Al operational.

This book uses the term organizational operating system, or Org OS, for
the rules by which an organization notices, decides, acts, learns, and
adapts. It is not software. It is the operating arrangement of roles,
workflows, knowledge, accountability, and governance that lets a company
turn signals into action without losing its ability to judge what it is doing.

Every company already has an Org OS. It may be undocumented. It may
be held together by habits, relationships, spreadsheets, informal approvals,
and a few people who know how to make the work move. But it exists. It
determines which customer issue reaches a decision maker, which
exception dies in a queue, which lesson becomes a standard, and which
failure is quietly repeated because no one captured it.

Al does not replace that operating system. It enters it.



When leaders miss this point, they manage an operating problem as a
procurement problem. They ask which model is best, which vendor is
safest, which team should receive licenses, and how quickly they can train
the workforce. Those are legitimate questions. They are only the first set of
questions. The next set is harder: which work changes, who has the
authority to change it, what outcome will show that the change matters,
and how will the organization retain what it learns?

The difference is the difference between a tool that people try and a
capability the organization can repeat.

A trial can be useful even when it ends. It may show that a class of work
can be accelerated, that a data source is incomplete, that a policy is
unclear, or that a workflow has a bottleneck no one noticed before. The
mistake is not running trials. The mistake is treating a trial as a substitute
for deciding what comes next.

This is why Al programs can feel busy while producing little operating
change. Activity accumulates at the visible surface: more accounts, more
experiments, more prompts, more presentations. The decisions that would
alter the system remain below the surface: who will give up an old task,
who will gain a new responsibility, which approval can be redesigned, how
a performance measure will change, and where the benefit of faster
execution will go.

The usual response is to ask for more adoption. That can make the
situation worse. More usage without a changed workflow can create more
variation, more unrecorded workarounds, more uncertainty about what
people are allowed to share, and more pressure on the same downstream
approvals. The organization becomes faster at producing inputs for a
process that still cannot decide or learn.

If the work is worth changing, the organization needs a real workflow, a
named person accountable for the result, a way to review the output, and a
place for the knowledge generated along the way. If the work is not worth



changing, the organization should be able to say that as well. Either
answer is better than leaving a demonstration alive indefinitely because
nobody has decided whether it belongs in ordinary work.

The chapters that follow begin with diagnosis. We will locate the five places
where an Al rollout can look successful while the organization remains
unchanged, distinguish a polished demo from a working decision, and
make both the gain and the bottleneck visible through three simple ledgers:
time, waiting, and knowledge. Then we will turn to the work itself—not to
ask whether a whole job has become disposable, but to see what inside a
role must be decomposed and redesigned.

The aim is not to turn every leader into an Al specialist. It is to give leaders
a more useful question than “Are we doing Al?”

The question is: What has changed in the way this organization works—
and who is accountable for making that change real?
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Part | — Diagnose the Gap
Between Al Activity and
Operating Change

Visible Al activity is not evidence of operating change. Access, usage, and
faster individual output matter only when they alter a consequential
workflow. The proof sits in the path from trigger to result: a changed step, a
visible wait or decision, a defined review condition, a usable record, and a
named process owner accountable for the bounded result.

The three chapters in this part make that diagnosis concrete. Chapter 1
locates the gap across roles, workflow, knowledge, accountability, and
governance. Chapter 2 moves the test downstream from the
demonstration, where ordinary exceptions and business acceptance
determine whether the process should change. Chapter 3 uses the time,
waiting, and knowledge ledgers to show where capacity was released,
where delay moved, and what judgment the organization retained.

By the end, leaders should be able to point to one consequential process
and say what changed, which decision is still waiting, and what evidence
will determine the next move. Until they can, the company has Al motion
without operating change.
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Chapter 1 — The Tool Is Live. Why Has Nothing
Changed?

The first warning sign in an Al program is not low enthusiasm. It is a
mismatch between visible activity and ordinary work.

The company has bought access. Employees can log in. A team has
learned how to create a draft, search a document set, classify a request, or
summarize a meeting. Managers can point to examples that would have
taken longer before. Yet when a customer asks a question, a purchase
needs approval, a proposal needs review, or a field problem has to be
resolved, the old process takes over.

The same information is requested twice. The same manager remains the
only reliable escalation point. The same knowledge is hidden in messages
and personal files. The system has entered the company, but it has not
entered the work.

That is not necessarily a failure of technology. It is a failure to distinguish
activity from operating change.

An organization changes when a real workflow changes: when a trigger
reaches a different decision point, when a role does different work, when a
review occurs by a different standard, when experience is captured for the
next person, or when an authority boundary is made explicit. If none of
those things moves, Al may be useful to individuals without yet becoming
part of the organization’s capability.

The company has added a faster motion inside an old machine.

That machine is the Org OS. It determines how signals move from the
edge of the business to someone able to make a judgment, how that
judgment becomes action, and how the result becomes a lesson rather
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than a one-time event. The Org OS is not a central function or a digital
platform. It is the operating arrangement created by the company’s actual
habits, decisions, records, and lines of authority.

When Al enters, five parts of that arrangement deserve attention: roles,
workflow, knowledge, accountability, and governance. These are the five
failure points. They are a practical frame for locating why a promising
capability is failing to become an operating change.

The roles failure point asks whether the organization has started with the
wrong unit of analysis. Leaders often jump from “Al can do this task” to
“what happens to this job?” Jobs contain routine actions, difficult
judgments, coordination, relationship work, exception handling, and
accountability for outcomes. Al may change one piece long before it
changes the whole role. The better question is what work a person should
stop doing so that their judgment can be used where it matters more.

The workflow failure point asks whether the system has crossed from a
demo into the daily path of work. A capability that looks strong in a
controlled example may sit outside the places where information is
incomplete, priorities collide, and people have to make commitments. The
test is concrete: which step is different for the person doing the work
tomorrow morning? If nobody can point to that step, the system may be
interesting but is not operational.

The knowledge failure point asks whether use creates learning. Employees
will develop better prompts, identify recurring exceptions, discover
misleading outputs, and find ways to combine their own judgment with Al. If
all of that remains in private accounts or informal conversations, the
company pays for learning again each time another team starts. A
knowledge base may help, but files alone do not solve the problem.
Organizational memory is the usable record of how the organization has
learned to judge, act, review, and correct.
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The accountability failure point asks a blunt question: when an Al-
influenced outcome is wrong, where does accountability land? The answer

cannot be “the system,
organize, generate, and flag. It cannot carry the organizational

the vendor,” or “the project.” Al can recommend,

consequence of a price, customer commitment, hiring decision, safety
issue, or missed risk. A person must be able to review, intervene, and own
the outcome. Without that landing point, the company has not created
accountability; it has only created a more elaborate route for blame.

The governance failure point asks whether the organization can expand
use without losing track of what is permitted, what needs review, and what
must be corrected. Governance is often treated as the group that says no.
In a working organization, it is the set of permissions, records, review
paths, and correction mechanisms that let people act without guessing. It
makes speed safer by making limits explicit.

A Compact Role Map for One Al-Enabled Process

Before a company adds a committee or redraws an organization chart, it
should be able to name the operating responsibilities around one
consequential process. These are responsibilities to be assigned in
context, not universal job titles and not a new hierarchy.

Role What this person is accountable for in the process

Process owner  Living with the day-to-day process outcome after launch and naming
the exact workflow node that changes.

Review owner Defining what requires review, what a concerning output looks like,
and when the process should be paused or corrected.

Knowledge Keeping recurring corrections, rules, and boundaries usable for the
maintainer next person and the next cycle.
Exception Having the authority to resolve or escalate an exception when the

authority ordinary path cannot safely continue.
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Responsibility describes work someone is expected to perform.
Accountability identifies the person with the authority and answerability for
the result. A person may carry more than one of these responsibilities in a
small workflow, but the overlap must be visible. It is dangerous to make a
frontline employee responsible for a result while withholding the context,
authority, or escalation route needed to carry it.

The map is deliberately compact. It does not tell every organization how
many leaders it needs. It gives a management team a way to spot a
missing decision right before an Al-enabled process turns into an unowned
handoff. The executive choices around enterprise trade-offs belong later, in
Chapters 13 and 16. For now, leaders need only ask whether each process
responsibility has a named person and a workable boundary.

The five failure points are connected. A workflow cannot change if a role
still has the old incentives. A new responsibility cannot be exercised if the
person lacks information or authority. Knowledge cannot become
organizational memory if nobody maintains it. Governance cannot repair
what it cannot see. The value of the frame is not that every initiative must
solve all five at once. It is that leaders can stop calling an operating
problem an adoption problem.

Consider again a customer-complaint process. Al may retrieve order
history and draft a response. That may reduce preparation time. But if the
case still waits for the same informal approval, if no one owns the standard
for a remedy, and if corrected responses never update the guidance, the
loop itself has not changed. The work is faster at one node and unchanged
at every point where the organization has to decide, commit, or learn.

The five failure points make the diagnosis more specific. The role question
is whether the representative is still measured only on response volume
when the useful work has shifted toward interpreting exceptions and
preventing a repeat complaint. The workflow question is whether the draft
reaches the person who can make a remedy decision without another
hidden handoff. The knowledge question is whether corrected answers
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become guidance for the next case. The accountability question is whether
a person can stop a risky answer before it reaches the customer. The
governance question is whether there are clear permissions for what the
system may retrieve, recommend, and send.

No single fix solves all five. A better prompt will not remove a hidden
approval. A new policy will not make a reviewer act without authority. More
training will not turn a private workaround into organizational memory. The
point is to find the precise break rather than respond to every disappointing
outcome with the same generic instruction: use the tool more.

This changes the conversation in a practical way. Instead of asking a team
whether it has adopted Al, ask it to show one changed node in a real
workflow. What enters the node? What does Al prepare or execute? What
does the person now decide? What happens to an exception? What record
remains? Who can alter the rule? These questions do not demand a large
transformation office. They demand that ordinary work be described clearly
enough to be managed.

That clarity also protects employees from a common form of false
accountability. When an organization has not defined the input, decision
right, review standard, and escalation path, it often leaves the person
nearest the error to explain what happened. The employee may be diligent
and still be unable to answer for a failure produced by a system, a missing
data source, an old approval rule, and a manager who was not available to
decide. A credible Al operating model does not make people less
accountable. It makes accountability possible by giving it information,
authority, and a path to correction.

The right starting point is smaller and more concrete. Choose one
consequential workflow. Draw it from trigger to result. Mark the moments of
judgment, the handoffs, the waits, the exceptions, and the places where
someone can create an external commitment. Then ask where Al can help,
what it may do on its own, what it may prepare for a person, and what must
remain subject to human review.
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The map need not be elegant. Its purpose is to show where the
organization is relying on invisible work. The employee who quietly corrects
a bad input. The manager who knows which customer complaint cannot
wait. The analyst whose private spreadsheet reconciles two systems.
These are often the places where an apparently successful rollout will
break after a few months, because the tool was added without making the
hidden work, judgment, or authority visible.

This is not a call to slow down. It is how leaders make speed compound. A
fast output that disappears into an unchanged workflow creates a local
improvement. A fast output that changes the workflow, clarifies the
decision, and leaves behind reusable judgment can make the organization
stronger the next time.

The distinction becomes clearest when a rollout reaches an exception.
Routine work can make a weak design look healthy for a surprisingly long
time. The inputs are familiar, the people involved know one another, and
someone can quietly compensate for a missing rule. Then an unusual
customer request arrives, a source is incomplete, a person is absent, or an
output crosses an approval threshold. The organization discovers that
nobody knows who should decide, who may stop the system, or what
record should guide the next case. The exception is not a distraction from
the design. It is where the design reveals itself.

Leaders should therefore inspect a process at its point of friction, not
merely at its best demonstration. Ask which handoff causes a person to
wait, which exception forces an informal escalation, which decision
depends on private knowledge, and which outcome creates a commitment
that the company must honor. Those questions make visible the
organizational work that Al has not removed.

There is also a sequencing discipline here. Start with a real process whose
result matters, whose current pain is visible, and whose boundary can be
described. Make one change. Give it an accountable person. Review what

17



happened. Capture what the team learned. A company that can repeat this
sequence gains an operating capability; a company that can only repeat
launches gains a calendar of announcements.

The first move is therefore not to expand Al use. It is to select one real
process and make the five failure points visible. Once the organization can
see its gaps, it has something a tool dashboard cannot provide: a map of
the work that has to change.

The map should be tested in the room where ordinary work is decided. Put
the process owner, someone who does the work, the person responsible
for the relevant system, and the manager who can alter an approval or
performance measure around the same representation of the process.
Start with a recent, unremarkable case rather than a showcase success.
Trace it from trigger to result. Ask where the information came from, where
it waited, which judgment changed the path, and what happened after the
result was delivered.

Then test each failure point with a question that requires an observable
answer. For roles: Which action will this person no longer perform, and
what result will they now be expected to protect? For workflow: Which step
is different tomorrow morning? For knowledge: Where will the correction
from this case be found next month? For accountability: Who can stop the
result before it becomes an external commitment? For governance: What
is permitted here, what requires review, and how is a serious error routed
to a safe path?

An answer such as “the team will use good judgment” is not yet an answer.
It identifies a hope, not an operating arrangement. The questions require a
person, a decision boundary, a record, or a changed step. That is why they
are useful. They turn a broad transformation claim into specific work a
management team can accept, reject, or revise.

The map also reveals whether the proposed use is worth doing. Some
processes do not justify the redesign around them. Their volume may be
low, their result may not matter enough, their inputs may be too unstable,
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or the review burden may exceed the benefit. Discovering this early is not
failure. It is a better result than rolling out a visible tool because no one
wanted to say that the workflow was a poor candidate.

What matters is that the choice is explicit. A company that can say “not this
process, and here is why” is already operating more maturely than one that
keeps a weak pilot alive to protect a success narrative. The purpose of
diagnosis is not to prove that Al belongs everywhere. It is to establish
where a change in work can become a durable capability and where it
cannot.

CHAPTER 1 - ONE-WORKFLOW CHANGE LOOP
From Al activity to an accountable firm.

One consequential workflow. Evidence decides whether the work proceeds, loops back, redesigns,

or stops.
01 02 03 04
CHOOSE A MAP WORK REDESIGN BOUNDED
RESULT > Evidence - handoffs > Tasks - judgment - -| PILOT
Consequential - decision rights authority Live process -
workflow control
|

REVIEW REOPENS WHEN 05 - REVIEW GATE
Result drift Results - exceptions - trust - capacity
Material exception PROCEED
Repeated failure REVISE

REDESIGN

STOP + LOG LESSON

/

06 07 NEXT
WRITE BACK | REPLICATE >  RESULT
Rules - permissions - review paths Less reinvention next time 901

Figure 1. One workflow moves from a chosen result through a bounded pilot and
learning writeback. The review gate can proceed, revise, redesign, or stop the workflow;
even a stopped route records its lesson in organizational memory.
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Chapter 2 — The Demo Is Not the Decision

The most dangerous demonstration is not the one that fails. It is the one
that works beautifully.

The screen produces the expected output. A difficult document becomes a
clean summary. A queue of requests is classified. A draft arrives in
seconds. The executive watching the screen can immediately imagine the
benefit. In that moment, the room often relaxes. The technical question
appears to have been answered.

It has been answered—but only one question.
The demo is alive. The organization is not.

A demo can show that an input enters a system, that the system processes
it, and that an output appears. It may also show that a team has solved a
technical problem under conditions it understands. It does not show that a
business process has changed. It does not show who will use the system
every day, who notices a bad result, what happens when an exception
arrives, or where learning goes after the people who built the
demonstration return to other work.

The difference matters because the environment of a demo is unusually
kind. The input has often been selected. The scenario is narrow. The
person operating the system knows its limitations. Relevant data is
available because someone prepared it. The people in the room have time
to pause and interpret what they see.

Ordinary work is less cooperative. A request arrives incomplete. A
customer changes a requirement. An upstream system is late. A colleague
who knows the history is out of office. A new employee has not learned the
informal rule that prevents a costly mistake. Two priorities collide.
Somebody needs a decision, and the usual decision maker is in another
meeting.
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That is where a system becomes either an operating capability or a
polished memory of a presentation.

Take document review. A demo may use a well-formatted example with
standard language and complete pages. In ordinary work, documents may
arrive in the wrong version, contain unusual attachments, include gaps in
supporting information, or touch a customer relationship that cannot
tolerate an automated assumption. The model’s ability to read a document
remains relevant. The organizational problem expands around it.

Who decides whether the case is routine or exceptional? Who can require
a second review? Who is accountable for the quality of the final decision?
What does the person doing the review need to know about the system’s
limits? If the tool produces a useful correction, how is that correction
incorporated into the next version of the process? If it produces a
misleading answer, how does the organization find out before the answer
becomes an external commitment?

These are not questions to defer until after launch. They are conditions of a
real launch.

The common error is to let engineering acceptance stand in for business
acceptance. Engineering acceptance asks whether the components
connect, whether output is usable under a defined test, whether
performance is tolerable, and whether a known technical problem has
been addressed. Business acceptance asks something else: has this
changed a meaningful operating result, and is the organization able to
keep the change working?

A process can meet the first test and fail the second. It may be technically
sound but irrelevant to a pressing workflow. It may save time at the front of
a process while pushing more work into approval, exception handling, or
customer follow-up. It may be accurate enough in routine cases but poorly
situated for cases in which a wrong answer has real consequences. It may
produce good work for its creators but be impossible for a new colleague to
inherit.

21



The demo is not the decision. The decision is whether the organization will
change the process around the demonstrated capability.

That decision needs three named responsibilities in the room, even when
the project is small.

The first is the process owner. This is not necessarily the person who first
noticed the problem, requested a tool, or sponsored the project. It is the
person who must live with the process outcome after launch. If the work
slows down, produces rework, creates dissatisfied customers, or misses
an important risk, this person has a reason to care after the demonstration
has ended.

The process owner identifies the exact node in the workflow that will
change. “We will use Al for contracts” is too broad. “The first review of
incoming standard agreements will be prepared before the specialist’s
assessment, with exceptions routed to the existing review path” is a
process statement. It tells the team where the system belongs, what it is
intended to affect, and where the boundary begins.

The second is the review owner. Review is not ceremonial sign-off at the
end of a project. It is accountability for deciding which outputs need
checking, what a concerning output looks like, how an error is escalated,
and whether the system should continue in its present form. The title
matters less than the authority to act.

This authority is the line between accountability and scapegoating. A
person cannot be held accountable for an Al-influenced result if they
cannot pause the work, challenge the output, require a correction, or
escalate a material problem. Asking someone to “keep an eye on it”
without giving them the ability to change anything does not put a human in
the loop. It merely places a human near the loop.

The third is the knowledge maintainer. Every trial generates knowledge:
which inputs are unreliable, which instructions work, which exceptions
recur, where human judgment adds value, what the team changed after a
bad output, and what another team should not have to discover from
scratch. In a small initiative, this may be one of the other two people. What
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matters is that someone keeps the guidance current, distinguishes a
temporary workaround from a reusable rule, and makes the material
findable when the next employee or team needs it.

These three responsibilities turn a demonstration into an implementation
review. The process owner names the change in work. The review owner
names the control point. The knowledge maintainer names the learning
that will survive.

The review must also have a success measure. “The output looks good” is
not a decision criterion. Good for what? Faster in which part of the
workflow? Better according to whose judgment? Fewer repetitions, fewer
missed handoffs, earlier visibility of an exception, a shorter customer wait,
a more reliable first draft, a clearer decision record? The measure should fit
the work. Its purpose is not to make every project look scientific. Its
purpose is to prevent a shared impression from becoming the only
evidence of value.

A measure makes trade-offs visible. A system may increase speed while
creating more review work. It may help routine cases while requiring a
better route for unusual ones. It may reduce time for one team while
shifting waiting to the team that approves the final action. None of those
outcomes is automatically a failure. But they are management facts only
when the organization can see them and decide what to do.

This is why the most useful implementation review starts downstream from
the tool. Ask what happens after the output arrives. Who uses it? What
does that person do differently? What can they now decide or finish that
they could not before? Which approval or handoff becomes the next
bottleneck? What information must be available at that point? Where does
an exception go? What will be recorded when the process works, and what
will be recorded when it does not?

Al often reveals the next bottleneck more clearly than it removes the first
one. A team may cut the time needed to prepare an initial response, only to
discover that the actual delay lies in a manager’s approval queue. It may
organize a backlog quickly, only to find that no one has agreed on the
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decision standard for acting on that information. It may create a better first
draft, only to expose that the team has no shared standard for editing the
draft into a final commitment.

That is not proof that the system is useless. It is proof that the workflow is
larger than the node that was automated.

Leaders often describe such a result as a stalled pilot. A more useful
description is that the pilot has identified the next operating decision. Will
the organization redesign the next handoff, clarify the review standard,
remove an unnecessary approval, or decide that the process is not worth
extending? A demo cannot answer that question. It can only make the
question harder to avoid.

To move from a demo to a decision, put seven fields on one page: the
exact workflow node that will change; the process owner; the business
acceptance criterion; outputs requiring human review; the escalation and
safe-return path; the knowledge the trial must preserve; and the named
person who will maintain rules, inputs, and organizational memory after
launch.

The page does not need to be elegant. Its value is diagnostic. An empty
field tells the team where a demonstration is trying to outrun an
organizational decision. If a team cannot name the process owner, it may
have found a technical use case without finding a business process that
anyone is prepared to own. If it cannot describe the review boundary, it
may be pushing a judgment problem into a later, more stressful moment. If
it has no success criterion, it may be asking the organization to keep
funding a shared feeling.

The appropriate response is not to fill the cells with impressive language. It
is to stop and resolve the missing decision.

This is especially important when a project crosses functions. Operations,
technology, finance, customer service, legal review, and people
management may each have a valid perspective and a partial
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responsibility. That does not remove the need for a named process owner.
Cross-functional work sharpens it, because otherwise unowned work lands
on the frontline employee who has the least authority to resolve it.

There is a useful test for the meeting. Ask each participant to describe the
operating result in one sentence without naming the software. If the
answers are incompatible, the project is not ready for expansion.
Technology may be solving a retrieval problem, operations may be
expecting a faster queue, finance may be looking for lower cost, and the
business may be hoping for a different customer promise. None of these
expectations is illegitimate. They simply cannot all remain implicit. The
process owner has to make the intended result explicit, and the
accountable executive has to decide which trade-off the organization will
accept.

The same point applies to outside support. A vendor, consultant, or
technical delivery team can help build a system. It may bring valuable
expertise and speed. But it cannot decide what the company’s workflow
should optimize, what a customer promise means, which trade-off is
acceptable, or how the organization will reuse what it learns. Those are
internal management decisions. If the company does not own them, even
competent external delivery can leave behind a system with no durable
home.

The hard question at the end of a demo is not “Can we make this work?” It
is “Are we prepared to change the way work is done if this works?”

That question may lead to a modest decision. The organization may keep
the system limited to a preparatory step. It may decide that certain outputs
always require review. It may discover that the selected workflow is not
ready and choose another one. It may delay expansion until it can assign
clear ownership. Those are all legitimate decisions.

What is not a decision is allowing a successful demo to become permanent
evidence of transformation while nothing in daily work, authority, memory,
or accountability has changed.
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The practical discipline is to give the trial a decision date before the trial
begins. The date need not force expansion. It forces the relevant
executives to review the operating result and choose among a small
number of honest outcomes: extend the test with a specific change, embed
it in the process with named ownership, keep it bounded to a preparatory
use, or stop. A project that reaches this meeting has produced something
more valuable than a technical demonstration. It has produced a
management choice.

This is especially valuable for technical teams. It frees them from being
judged by a promise they do not control. Their task is to establish what the
system can and cannot do in a defined workflow. The business has to
decide whether that capability changes the result enough to justify the
process, role, and governance work around it. Confusing those
accountabilities is how a technically successful team inherits a business
decision that nobody else will make.

The same separation protects the business. A process owner should not
be expected to certify a model’s behavior without the information and
technical support required to understand its limits. The right meeting does
not create a contest between “business” and “technology.” It connects
technical evidence to an operating decision. The process owner names the
result and the consequence of failure. The review owner establishes what
must be checked and what can be paused. The knowledge maintainer
preserves what the trial teaches. The accountable executive decides
whether the organization will change the process around the evidence.

When these responsibilities remain distinct, a difficult decision becomes
manageable. A team can say: the output is reliable enough for preparation
but not for an external commitment; the process owner is willing to use it at
that point; the review owner requires a second check for a defined class of
exceptions; the knowledge maintainer will capture overrides for the next
review; and the executive will decide after four weeks whether the
reduction in waiting justifies changing the approval path. This is not
bureaucracy. It is a decision that can survive the day after the demo.
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Chapter 3 — The Visibility Problem: Where Did
the Gain Go?

Two leaders can begin an Al conversation from opposite ends of the same
problem.

One runs a well-resourced company. There is money for systems, outside
specialists, training, and several pilots at once. The leader says, “Bring me
a plan. We can afford to move.”

The other runs a company where every new expense has to prove itself
quickly. People are already experimenting with inexpensive tools on their
own. The leader says, “We do not have room for a large program. Show
me where this helps the business now.”

Their resources are different. Their language is different. A year later, both
can arrive at the same conclusion: “It feels as if nothing really changed.”

The first company has activity without a decision. The second has activity
without visibility. Both have confused technical capability with operating
change.

The difference is useful because it changes where a leader should look
first. A well-resourced company can purchase access, hire help, create a
steering committee, and run multiple experiments. Its risk is that the
organization reaches the moment when a real choice is required and
chooses not to choose. A constrained company may have no large
program at all. Its risk is that individuals find helpful uses, but the
organization has no practical way to tell whether those uses have changed
a process, improved a result, or created learning it can reuse.

Neither problem is solved by asking for more screenshots.
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When a Well-Resourced Company Fails to Decide

The well-resourced company often looks healthiest just before it stalls. The
plan exists. A pilot has produced an encouraging result. The system has
been selected. Senior people have attended the right meetings. Each
group can say it has completed its portion of the work.

Then the system begins to work, and a set of questions arrives that no
system can answer. What happens to the work that no longer needs to be
done in the old way? Where does the capacity go? Which manager will
give up an approval or accept a redesigned role? What becomes of the
expertise attached to the prior process? Who will decide whether the gain
should become more output, better quality, a faster customer response, a
new service, or less repetitive work for the team?

These are allocation decisions.

Al changes the economics of execution before it resolves the politics of
execution. A leader may approve a system because the cost is visible and
the scope is bounded. The same leader may hesitate when the work of that
system touches a role, a budget, a status hierarchy, or an established
source of influence. The technical proposal is concrete. The organizational
consequence is harder to name and harder to distribute fairly.

In an operating meeting, silence is often treated as caution. Sometimes it
is. But a decision that remains unmade is not neutral. A system that has
passed a useful test can lose relevance while the organization waits for
someone else to decide what changes next.

The people in the approval chain may not be irrational or malicious. A
manager may wonder whether a redesigned process will remove the basis
on which their team is evaluated. A business-unit executive may be asked
to accept capacity without an agreed budget or performance measure. A
senior people leader may see that the organization has not decided what a

28



changed role means for development, compensation, or workload. A CIO
may know that the tool can be deployed but cannot decide where the
business should direct the benefit.

The uncertainty has a simpler cause: no one has the authority to make the
next operating choice.

The work attached to an old process gives people more than a list of tasks.
It can give them legitimacy, resources, and identity. When Al changes a
process, it can change all three at once. An experienced supervisor may
have spent years knowing which exception matters, which request needs a
particular order of review, and which informal signal indicates a customer
problem is more serious than it looks. If a system takes over routine sorting
or initial analysis, the supervisor is not automatically irrelevant. But the old
place of that person’s expertise may no longer be visible. The organization
has to decide where the judgment now belongs and how the role becomes
valuable in the new design.

If leaders treat this response as a problem of attitude, they will reach for
training, persuasion, or slogans. Those tools have a place, but they do not
resolve a structural loss. If a change removes a source of legitimacy,
resources, or identity, the organization must create a credible new place for
the person’s contribution. Otherwise the redesign is experienced as a
threat with no corresponding operating future.

This is why implementation can slow without anyone openly opposing it.
The pilot has shown enough to make the next decision unavoidable, and
no accountable executive has taken responsibility for it. The system waits.
The team returns to ordinary work. The organization later describes the
effort as a project that “did not scale.” The more accurate description is that
it did not receive an operating decision.

The most important decision concerns capacity. When Al reduces the effort
required for a recurring activity, the result is not automatically savings,
growth, quality, or a staffing change. It is capacity. Capacity freed up by
Al does not allocate itself.
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That sentence should change the sequence of an Al discussion. The
harmful sequence begins with a headcount question: “These people are
expensive; can the system replace them?” The better sequence begins
with the work: “If this system can take on this activity reliably, what capacity
will be released, and where should the organization deliberately invest it?”

The difference is not cosmetic. The first sequence makes technology a
justification for a predetermined outcome. The second requires the
company to choose among outcomes. It may decide to serve more
customers, improve quality, shorten waits, reduce rework, develop new
offerings, strengthen risk review, redesign roles, or reduce a burden that
has been creating turnover. It may decide that a particular cost reduction is
appropriate. But that is a management decision, not an automatic
implication of faster execution.

Until the destination is named, released capacity becomes anxiety. The
technology team reports an efficiency gain. The business team continues
to run the old process because nobody has agreed on what changes.
People wonder whether becoming more productive makes their role less
secure. Managers postpone redesign because they do not know whether
they will be rewarded for higher output, lower cost, better quality, or simply
for avoiding disruption.

The failure is not a lack of intelligence, data, or slideware. It is the absence
of assigned authority to convert a capability into an operating choice. A
company can have a sound plan and remain stuck because nobody has
accepted responsibility for the consequence of success.

For a CEO, the first response is not another strategy session. Identify
initiatives that have completed a meaningful technical or process test but
have not yet produced a corresponding organizational action. For each
one, ask three questions: What decision is waiting? Who has the authority
to make it? By when will it be made or explicitly declined?
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This separates a project that needs more technical work from a project that
is waiting for an accountable executive to decide what the organization will
do with the result. It also makes inaction visible. The cost of acting is
usually obvious: a budget must move, a role must change, a manager
must negotiate a new arrangement. The cost of waiting is spread across
future months as lost learning, stalled work, and a workforce that has
stopped believing the company will follow through.

Leaders should not treat the list as a device for forcing every pilot to scale.
Sometimes the right decision is to stop. A process may not be
consequential enough, the data may not be ready, the review burden may
exceed the benefit, or the organization may have more important priorities.
A clear stop is an operating decision. What creates drift is neither scaling
nor stopping. It is leaving the result unowned.

The distinction matters because a company can spend heavily while
avoiding the one choice that gives a rollout a future. Systems, consultants,
and training can be authorized through familiar budgets. A decision to
change the destination of capacity cannot be delegated in the same way. It
may change a manager’s mandate, a team’s measure, a customer
promise, or the pattern by which one function earns influence. Those are
executive choices. Treating them as implementation details is a reliable
way to postpone them until the initial energy disappears.

An accountable executive does not need to know every technical detail to
make this decision. But that executive does need to name the operating
result, accept the trade-off, and create a path for the people whose work is
affected. Otherwise the organization asks employees to cooperate with a
change whose destination has been withheld from them. They respond
rationally by waiting, preserving old work, or treating the pilot as one more
temporary initiative.

A useful capacity-decision review can be completed without turning into
another steering committee. Take the initiatives that have passed a defined
test and put them on one page. For each, state the process that changed,
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the observed gain, the bottleneck exposed by that gain, the capacity that
may be released, and the specific decision now waiting. Then write the
name of the accountable executive who can make that decision—not the
department that has an interest in it, and not the project team that built the
system.

The discipline is to decide the next move in the same vocabulary as the
operating result. If an Al-assisted intake step is faster but customer wait
has not changed, the decision is not “increase adoption.” It may be to alter
an approval threshold, assign a person to a queue, or keep the tool limited
to preparation until the next constraint is resolved. If a process produces
more usable capacity, the decision is not “the team has saved time.” It is
whether the organization wants more output, better quality, a new service,
stronger risk review, or a cost reduction—and what change in mandate,
measure, or staffing follows from that choice.

The same failure produces a recognizable pattern. The technical team has
evidence but no authority to change work. The business team has authority
over work but no agreed measure of the gain. People leaders are asked to
prepare for role changes that the executive group has not actually decided.
Each group behaves reasonably within its own boundary. The program
stalls because no one has accepted the material business trade-off beyond
the process boundary. The solution is not a larger committee. It is a named
decision, an accountable executive, and a date by which the decision is
made or explicitly declined.

The Visibility Gap in a Resource-Constrained Company

A resource-constrained company sees the problem from the other side. It
may have no dedicated program, no large systems budget, and no formal
transformation office. Yet people are already using Al. A salesperson
polishes a proposal. An operations colleague summarizes a report. A
manager organizes recurring information. A team member produces an
initial draft in a fraction of the old time.
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At first, the leader is encouraged. Then the harder question arrives: if
people are using Al, why is the business result not visible?

The process is still slow. Customers still wait. Rework still accumulates.
New employees still depend on the same experienced people. The team
can show examples of individual use, but it cannot say whether the
organization has become faster, wiser, more reliable, or more capable.

This is the visibility problem. It is not a lack of awareness of new tools. It is
the absence of a practical way to observe whether Al has changed the
business.

Three indicators create false comfort. A screenshot shows that someone
opened a tool and received an output. Training completion shows that a
session occurred. A usage count shows that employees tried something.
Each may be useful as an activity measure. None demonstrates that a
workflow changed.

A constrained company does not need to solve that problem by buying a
large platform. It can begin with the three ledgers: the time ledger, the
waiting ledger, and the knowledge ledger.

The time ledger asks where time saved by Al went. Imagine that a
recurring preparation task took most of a day and can now be completed
much faster. That may be a meaningful local gain. But what became
possible because of it? Did the team serve more customers? Spend more
time on difficult judgments? Reduce a recurring burden? Produce higher-
quality work? Or did saved time disappear into untracked activity?

There is no shame in discovering that a time saving has not yet become a
business result. The point is to see the gap. Once it is visible, a leader can
decide the next allocation. If it remains invisible, the company will keep
announcing efficiency without knowing whether any efficiency has entered
the work that matters.
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The waiting ledger asks where the process is actually stuck. In many
organizations, the longest part of a workflow is not the work itself. It is
waiting: waiting for missing information, a review, a signature, a
clarification, a system update, a customer response, or a decision from
someone whose priorities are elsewhere.

Al can make a drafting or analysis step faster while leaving every
downstream wait intact. The team may feel more productive because it
creates the input sooner. The customer may experience no improvement
because the final answer still waits in the same queue. Mapping waiting
makes the next bottleneck visible. It may require a clearer threshold, a
different review rhythm, a delegated authority, a better source of
information, or a named person accountable for the queue.

The knowledge ledger asks whether judgment is becoming part of the
organization or remaining inside individual use. A person may learn an
effective way to frame a problem, spot a recurring exception, improve a
review question, or recognize where Al output should never be trusted
without a second look. That learning becomes organizational memory only
when it is captured in a reusable form: a process rule, a maintained guide,

a template, a review criterion, an error pattern, or a decision record.

A pile of files is not automatically organizational memory. Neither is a folder
of prompts, a group chat full of screenshots, or a single employee’s ability
to get better results. Those can be inputs. Organizational memory exists
when another person can find the judgment, understand its boundary, use
it in the work, and update it when conditions change.

The three ledgers work together. The time ledger shows whether faster
execution created usable capacity. The waiting ledger shows whether the
workflow is actually moving. The knowledge ledger shows whether the
organization is learning enough to improve the next cycle.

Suppose a team uses Al to prepare an initial response to incoming
customer requests. The time ledger may show that the first draft arrives
sooner. The waiting ledger may show that the final response still sits for a
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day because the approval standard is unclear. The knowledge ledger may
show that certain request types repeatedly require a human correction, but
the correction has not been incorporated into the process guidance.

That is a useful diagnosis. The team does not need a larger Al program. It
needs to decide whether to clarify the approval threshold, assign a review
owner, and capture the recurring correction. A small change in each area
may matter more than another round of tool training.

The ledgers do not require perfect measurement at the start. They are
working tools, not a demand for a large analytics project. A leader can
begin with rough but consistent observations: Which class of work is taking
less time? Where did the waiting move? What judgment did the team learn
this month that the next person should not have to rediscover?

Over time, the questions become more precise because the process
becomes more legible. The important discipline is not to confuse rough
measurement with no measurement. If the company cannot see time,
waiting, and knowledge at all, it cannot decide where Al is creating value or
where it is merely creating motion.

For a resource-constrained company, the best starting point is a real, high-
frequency process with a clear pain point and a result that can be checked.
Put the people who know the process in a room: the process owner who
carries the bounded result, the accountable executive who can resolve
trade-offs beyond that boundary, the technology lead where one is needed,
a people or operations representative when role implications matter, and
someone from the frontline who does the work. Draw the process from
trigger to result. Mark handoffs and waits. Identify one point where Al is
already being used or could be tested. Fill in the three ledgers. Name the
process owner. Set a date to review what moved.

The session should produce three artifacts: a simple process map, a three-
ledger sheet, and a review date. These are not ceremonial documents. The
map gives the discussion a shared object. The sheet makes the gain and
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the bottleneck visible. The date forces the organization to return to
evidence rather than rely on the memory of an encouraging meeting.

At the review, the team should resist a familiar temptation: converting every
observation into a success claim. A time saving may be real even if the
customer has not yet felt it. A newly visible wait may look like bad news
even though it is the first useful discovery. A correction that keeps recurring
may reveal a missing rule rather than a poor model. The review is valuable
when it turns these observations into the next operating move: change a
threshold, clarify a role, add a source of information, route an exception, or
stop pretending that a useful local practice has become a company
capability.

One Problem, Two Versions

The well-resourced company mistakes budget for capability. The resource-
constrained company mistakes budget for an excuse. Both mistakes avoid
the same question: which real process has changed, who owns the
outcome, and where did the gain go?

Money can accelerate useful work. It can also accelerate unowned activity.
Limited resources can prevent broad deployment. They can also force a
team to start with work that truly matters. Neither condition determines
whether the company changes how it operates.

The dividing line is whether the organization can make its operating
choices visible. The three ledgers turn a vague claim—*Al is helping"—into
questions a leader can answer. What time was released, and what did we
do with it? Which wait shortened, and where did delay move next? What
judgment did we retain, and who will maintain it?

The answers may be modest. A company may find that one step is worth
continuing, another is not, and a third needs a different process owner or
review owner before it can move. This is progress because the
organization has moved from activity to judgment.
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The three ledgers can be run with a simple monthly discipline. Choose one
process and record a baseline observation: how long preparation usually
takes, where the longest wait appears, and which recurring judgment is
currently carried by a person or private workaround. Run one bounded Al-
assisted change. At the review date, record the same three observations
again. The point is not to manufacture precision. It is to make the direction
of movement discussable.

If preparation falls from a day to an hour but the customer still waits two
days for approval, the time ledger and waiting ledger tell different but useful
truths. If the team finds a recurring exception and turns it into a maintained
rule, the knowledge ledger records a gain that a usage count cannot see. If
a new correction creates more review burden than it saves, that too
belongs in the discussion. The ledgers make it harder to hide a trade-off
inside an aggregate claim of efficiency.

They also make it easier for a resource-constrained company to sequence
investment. The team may learn that the next useful expenditure is not
another license but a cleaner source of information, a revised approval
threshold, or time for an experienced employee to capture guidance. A
well-resourced company may learn the same thing. Money changes how
many options it can test; it does not remove the need to decide which
operating constraint deserves attention first.

Once leaders can see a changed process, a named process owner, and a
visible gain, they have to redesign the work itself: not by treating an entire
job as disposable, but by separating tasks Al can assist from the judgment,
relationships, and accountability the organization still needs people to
carry.
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Part Il — Redesigning Work and
Roles

Diagnosis is not redesign. Knowing that Al can accelerate one task does
not tell a company how the role should change, which judgments must
remain with people, or what authority must move with the new
expectations. This part turns task-level capability into an operating design
around a complete result.

Chapter 4 separates a role into four kinds of work—tasks, judgment,
relationships, and responsibility—and asks when a proposed handoff is
sufficiently defined to become a delegable unit of work. Chapter 5
recomposes the role around a stable result: Al-enabled execution, retained
human judgment, an explicit accountability boundary, and a process owner
able to run the complete workflow and carry its bounded result after
launch.

The redesign becomes credible only in ordinary work. A bounded test must
show whether the result improved, whether hidden rework moved
elsewhere, whether the redesigned role has real authority to reject or stop
an Al-supported action, and whether corrections become usable in the next
cycle.
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Chapter 4 — Al Does Not Replace Jobs First

“Which jobs will Al replace?” sounds hard-headed. It is a shortcut.
Al does not enter a job all at once. It enters the work inside it.

A job is not the smallest unit of work. It is a name an organization gives to
a bundle of activities so that it can hire, staff, evaluate, hand over, and hold
someone accountable for a result. “Operations specialist,” “content editor,”
“data analyst,” and “HR business partner” each contain work of different
kinds: repetitive tasks, experienced judgment, relationship coordination,

exception handling, and accountability when something goes wrong.

Al changes particular tasks, judgments, relationships, and points of
responsibility long before it changes the title on the package.

In early experiments across the companies studied by MIT’s Industrial
Performance Center, some professional and technical work shifted toward
supervision, analysis, explanation, interpretation, and troubleshooting.1

The management error is to see Al complete one kind of output and jump
straight to “this role can be replaced.” That leap skips a more important
layer: a piece is a unit for analysis, not necessarily a unit that can be
handed over.

Whether work can be handed to Al, to a person, or to a small human-Al
team depends on whether it forms a delegable unit of work. A unit is
ready to delegate only when eight questions have clear answers: What is
the goal? Where does context come from? Who executes? What tools and
material do they use? Where are the authority boundaries? How is the
result assessed? How do errors feed back into the system? Who is
ultimately accountable?

Without any one of those answers, the work only looks ready to hand off.
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Take a weekly report. Al may draft it, but that does not mean reporting work
has been delegated. Who uses the report? Which systems supply the
context? What data cannot be entered? Who decides whether conclusions
are accurate? When an accountable executive asks questions after
reading it, who turns those questions into rules for the next version? If the
report misleads a decision, who repairs the mechanism and is accountable
for the consequence?

If those answers are unclear, Al has taken over an action, not work.

The real organizational upgrade is to reorganize actions inside a role into
work loops that can be delegated, assessed, held accountable, and
updated. Only then has Al started to enter the Org OS.

Four Types of Work Fragments

Every role contains at least four kinds of work: tasks, judgment,
relationships, and responsibility.

Tasks are repeatable activities with rules and relatively stable inputs and
outputs: drafting, data aggregation, meeting-note organization,
classification and tagging, or standardized reporting. This is where Al
enters most easily. When input is clear, format is stable, and quality can be
checked, Al can take over part of repetitive execution. The human role
shifts from repeated execution toward defining rules and sampling for
quality.

Judgment includes risk recognition, priority setting, exception handling,
and choices that require context. Al can propose options, surface risk
signals, and rank candidates. It can neither decide which risk the
organization cannot afford to touch today nor accept the organizational
consequence when that judgment is wrong.

Relationships include cross-functional coordination, customer trust,
alignment with upstream and downstream partners, and conflict resolution.
Al can prepare materials, organize notes, and draft communications. But a
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real relationship is not built by one well-worded email. Customer
dissatisfaction, conflicts of interest between departments, and trust
between a manager and a team eventually return to people dealing with
people.

Responsibility includes making the call, reviewing, approving, and
providing the backstop—the points at which, after something goes wrong,
people ask: “Who decided this? Who accepted it? Who can repair it?” Al
can leave an audit trail, support retrospectives, and generate records. It
cannot be the accountable party inside an organization.

Consider contract review. Format checks are tasks. ldentifying risky
clauses is judgment. Speaking with the counterparty’s legal team is
relationship work. The final signature, the decision to accept an exception,
and the remedy when the decision fails are responsibility. If you see only
the label “contract review,” you will assume Al either can replace it or
cannot. Break it apart and the picture changes: some parts can be
delegated, some supported, and some must remain human.

Choose one role you most want to change. On paper, make four lines—
task, judgment, relationship, responsibility—and write down one thing that
person actually did this week on each line. When all four are filled, you
have something that can be discussed in a management meeting rather
than the slogan “Do we still need this role?”

Where Al Enters First

Al enters the task layer first. Formatted documents, standard summaries,
rule-based classification, and repetitive data processing are the kinds of
work Al can most readily take on today—provided the organization has
made inputs, output formats, and quality standards explicit.

If you cannot state the input and acceptance standards, unreliable Al
output may not be an Al problem. It may mean the work was never clearly
specified by the organization in the first place.
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Al exposes old problems. People once carried vague processes through
with experience and patience. When Al enters, vague inputs, vague
standards, and vague accountability tend to surface at once.

The judgment layer works differently: Al offers advice; a person reads the
advice; a person makes the decision; a person bears the result. Al can list
risks but does not know which risk the organization cannot afford to touch
today. It can rank options but does not know the history behind a particular
customer relationship. It can detect an anomaly but does not know whether
it should be escalated now or watched for two more days.

The relationship and responsibility layers are even less suited to
independent Al ownership. A key customer’s dissatisfaction cannot be
resolved by automatically sending a polished email. A decision about
whether an employee stays or leaves cannot be made solely because Al
assigned a score. An external promise cannot be made by Al and then left
for the organization to honor.

So an Al transition is not about making every role an agent. The correct
move is to put rules, tools, models, and people back in their proper places.
Give stable tasks to automation and Al. Use Al to support complex
judgment. Keep decision rights—and accountability—with people. Keep
people present at relationship and backstop points.

Ask today: Do we have a decision that is being approved simply because
Al assigned it a score? If the answer is yes, judgment rights have already
been given away without anyone saying so.

This distinction matters in every kind of role, not only in highly regulated
work. A sales team may let Al prepare a proposal, but a person must
decide whether it creates a promise the company can meet. A recruiting
team may let Al organize candidates, but a person must decide how a
candidate is assessed and what evidence should override a ranking. An
operations team may let Al flag anomalies, but a person must decide
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whether a signal is an exception, a safety issue, or ordinary noise. The
human contribution is not a ceremonial last click. It is the exercised

judgment that connects a recommendation to a consequence.

After a Task Is Taken Over, Where Do People Go?

When Al takes over a task, managers often make a second mistake: they
conclude that no person is needed. A task being replaced and a person
being replaced are different things.

When the task layer is taken over, the work commonly shifts into four
forms: supervision, judgment, training, and process ownership.

Supervision identifies deviations, spots risks, and decides whether an Al
output may move to the next process node. This requires enough
understanding of business quality to distinguish an output that looks right
from one that is actually wrong.

Judgment weighs Al's recommendation against organizational context,
customer relationships, resource constraints, and history before a final call
is made. The work is to make trade-offs between Al advice and the real
situation.

Training captures exceptions, error patterns, and corrective actions so that
useful correction can update the workflow rather than die in an individual
workaround. Without this work, the organization stays dependent on a tool
without building its own capability.

Process ownership holds the whole human—Al workflow together: its
boundaries, long-term quality, knowledge updates, exception handling, and
business result. The process owner is neither a technical administrator nor
a vendor liaison. This person must be able to say when the system may
run automatically, when human intervention is required, and when the work
must stop for a retrospective.
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These are not downgraded roles. A person who once produced eight
reports a day may now review eight Al-produced reports. The difference is
that the person must recognize which one is wrong, explain why, and say
what must change so the next one is not wrong in the same way.

The upgrade has conditions. The organization has to make these positions
explicit and give them authority, tools, and performance measures.
Otherwise Al takes over tasks without people being moved into new
positions, and a vacuum appears: nobody owns the output, nobody
updates the process, and nobody maintains the system.

How to Decompose a Hybrid Role

Consider a general managerial pattern rather than a case record. A client-
facing role may gather needs, structure information, prepare a first
proposal, explain it to a client, coordinate with colleagues, and stand
behind the recommendation. When Al compresses the preparation work, it
does not automatically answer what happens to the role. It makes the
role’s internal layers impossible to ignore.

The task layer may include gathering material, arranging a first
presentation, formatting diagrams, and preparing an initial proposal. The
judgment layer includes identifying the problem the client is actually trying
to solve, deciding what not to promise, and recognizing when a clean
presentation conceals an impractical operating change. The relationship
layer includes earning trust, hearing what a client will not put in a brief, and
coordinating a proposal with people who will later have to live with it. The
responsibility layer includes standing behind a recommendation and
repairing the work when it creates a problem.

This is not a forecast about a profession. It is a discipline for opening the
role before management reaches a conclusion about a person. What
changed inside the role? What capability is now required? What
development path or mandate would make the new role credible? If the

44



organization cannot answer those questions, it should not pretend that the
old role is intact, nor should it use a task change as a shortcut to a
conclusion about a person.

Only the accountable executive can make the management choice explicit.
The choice may be to redesign the role, create a development path, keep
the Al use bounded, or decide that the process should not change further.
No tool can make that choice on the executive’s behalf. The corresponding
obligation is dignity: when work has been materially rewritten, people
deserve a clear account of what changed and what contribution the
organization is now asking them to make.

The point of decomposition is not “the role can be eliminated.” It is to show
which work people should leave behind, what must be protected, and what
capabilities the organization must deliberately build next.

The same analysis applies to a hybrid operations role. On the surface, the
role may be described as reviewing data, producing reports,
communicating with the business, handling exceptions, and explaining
results to customers. Once unpacked, it contains four different layers. Daily
aggregation, report generation, status checks, material preparation, and
historical-record archiving belong to the task layer. Assessing options,
recognizing anomalies, prioritizing, and deciding what to change first when
a target is missed belong to judgment. Aligning goals with customers,
coordinating pace with internal business teams, and explaining what
happened when exceptions occur belong to relationships. Approving a final
proposal, deciding on an escalation, explaining a failure, and bearing the
consequence belong to responsibility.

After the role is decomposed, the conclusion is not “the role can be
eliminated.” Its task list has changed. People should not keep spending
most of their time in the task layer; they should be moved toward judgment,
relationships, and responsibility. That move is not automatic. It must be
given a real mandate, decision rights, access to relevant information, and
measures that reward the new contribution.
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Treat decomposition as fact finding, not a headcount decision. It reveals
whether the organization has stable enough tasks to delegate, whether
judgment can be exercised rather than rubber-stamped, whether
relationships still need a person at the point of trust, and whether
accountability has a locatable home. Only then can a role be recomposed
honestly.

The work-fragment analysis also changes the quality of a management
conversation. Without it, the loudest claim usually wins: the technical team
can demonstrate a task, the finance team can calculate a cost, and the
manager can describe a job title. None of these views is wrong. They are
incomplete. Decomposition makes their assumptions visible. It asks the
finance team whether the capacity it counts is actually available after
review and exception handling. It asks the technical team whether a strong
output has a stable input and acceptance standard. It asks the manager
what responsibility remains after execution changes. It asks the people
leader whether the organization has created a credible path from old work
to new contribution.

This is also why a task list is not a role design. A task list can tell you what
happens. It cannot tell you what result the role is expected to protect, what
trade-offs it is allowed to make, or what authority it needs when the system
is wrong. A role is an accountability interface. Decomposition exposes the
pieces of that interface before Chapter 5 recomposes them around a
result.

A Work-Fragment Analysis Sheet for Accountable Executives

Before discussing any role adjustment, complete this sheet.

Layer Questions the accountable executive should ask

Task Which parts of this role are repetitive, formatted, and stable in input and
output? Where has Al already run tasks, and how stable is it?

Judgment Which judgments depend on experience, context, and exception
handling? How far can Al assist?
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Layer Questions the accountable executive should ask

Relationship ~ Which customer, departmental, or upstream/downstream trust
relationships does this role maintain? Where can Al prepare material,
and where must a person appear?

Responsibility = At which points does this role decide, review, approve, and provide a
backstop? After Al enters, has accountability been assigned to a named

person?

Delegable Does the proposed handoff have a goal, usable context, authority

work boundary, assessment standard, feedback path, and named accountable
person?

The sheet should be completed together by the accountable executive, a
senior people leader, the CIO or person leading Al transformation, and the
role’s direct manager. The business knows what is actually done every day.
Experienced employees and frontline leaders know where judgment
depends on experience. The organization needs all four perspectives to
see the work honestly.

If people operations fills it in alone, it becomes a job-analysis form. If IT fills
it in alone, it becomes a systems feature list. If the accountable executive
fills it in by instinct alone, it becomes a rationale for layoffs.

This chapter has one purpose: break the role apart before making a claim
about its future. Only after the work is visible can the organization decide
how to recombine it around a stable result.
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Chapter 5 — Redesign One Role for
Accountable Al Work

Open the Role Before You Redesign It

Adding “Al proficiency” to a job description is not role redesign. It is the old
role wearing a new badge.

Chapter 4 separated the work. This chapter asks what the redesigned role
must reliably deliver.

A workable redesign starts with four questions.

First: what stable result does this role actually deliver? “Responsible for X”
and “assists with Y” may look fine in a job description, but they do not
define an outcome. Customer service is not there merely to reply to
customers. It exists so problems are handled accurately, emotions are
addressed, promises are not made carelessly, and the customer
experience does not break down. Recruiting is not simply résumé
screening; it is getting the right people into the right places in a way that
can later be reviewed against outcomes. Media buying is not reporting; it is
producing more stable, more explainable growth from the budget spent.

Second: what tasks should Al take on? The answer comes from the
decomposition, not instinct. Repetitive execution, information organization,
first drafts, standardized checks, review support, and anomaly detection
are common starting points. The design choice is to protect human
attention for judgment, relationships, and accountability.

Third: what judgment does the person retain? This is the question most
often missed. Many workflows contain a “human confirmation” step. It
looks as if a human is in the loop, but the person is only clicking a
confirmation button. Al makes a recommendation, the person glances at it
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and approves it, hundreds of times a day, and the system retains the
person’s name when something goes wrong. That is not judgment; it is
endorsement.

Real human judgment requires at least three conditions: independent
information, authority to overturn Al, and a process that does not punish
people for using that authority. Remove any one and the person cannot
realistically press “reject.” Without independent information, there is
nothing to rely on beyond the evidence supplied by Al. Without authority to
overturn it, the workflow proceeds unchanged. If rejection requires a
written explanation, a three-person meeting, and a challenge to explain
why the machine might be wrong, people learn to approve with eyes
closed.

Fourth: how should the accountability boundary change? When Al joins the
work, a role cannot be bounded only by actions; it must be traced through
results. Who gives the instruction? What does Al do? Who reviews the
output? Who approves an external commitment? Who starts corrective
action when a result goes wrong? Which named person is accountable for
the outcome?

Try a compensation claim. A customer asks for 8,000; the system
recommends 3,000 based on similar historical cases; the representative
sends it; and the customer complains to the general manager’s inbox the
next day. Put a name next to each question. Who instructed Al to
calculate? Which data did it use? Is 3,000 a recommendation or a
conclusion? Did anyone review it before it was sent? Above what amount
must a supervisor approve? After the complaint, who can overturn and
recalculate the claim? If even two blanks cannot be filled, the accountability
boundary is unfinished. A company that can fill them spends the next
review meeting asking whether the data or rules should change. A
company that cannot spends it asking whether to punish the
representative.
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The four questions recompose what Chapter 4 separated: a stable result,
Al-enabled tasks, retained human judgment, and a traceable accountability
boundary.

Redesign the Role Around the Result

Consider a media-operations role. The execution layer may include table
checking, data consolidation, and report preparation: comparing rate cards,
reviewing historical performance by channel, pulling scattered platform
data into a report, and formatting it for management. The steps are regular
and repeatable. The output is information, not judgment.

The redesigned role must not stop there. It may now carry more of the
professional work: interpreting whether a client’'s concern reflects a
misunderstanding of the data or an expectation that was misaligned from
the beginning; deciding whether a shift in spending reflects a durable
change or a temporary market signal; preparing a recommendation that
someone can actually defend to a customer. Al can prepare material and
reveal patterns. It cannot build trust on someone’s behalf or accept the
consequence of a bad allocation.

Once the role is defined by result rather than activity, Al can be placed
correctly. The question is no longer “Should Al replace this media-
operations role?” It becomes: Which tools can take over repetitive, low-
judgment work? How much time can that save? What judgment,
relationship work, or quality control should the role now perform? What
evidence will show that it is delivering a better result?

The ratio will differ by company. That is not the point. The point is to see
the work before deciding what the role becomes.

But once repetitive work is taken over, do not leap to “Do we still need this
person?” The more important question is what the organization intends that
person to do with the time released. Without an answer, Al efficiency
merely creates empty time and then anxiety.
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The redesign should therefore name both a positive future and a boundary.
The positive future says what contribution the role is being asked to make:
improve the quality of client decisions, reduce avoidable exceptions,
strengthen a customer relationship, or maintain a human—Al workflow that
produces a reliable result. The boundary says what this role no longer
owns: routine reconciliation, first-pass formatting, repetitive retrieval, or an
approval that can be safely delegated. Without the first, Al looks like a
threat. Without the second, the old work returns through the back door and
consumes the time that was supposedly released.

Performance measures have to change with the role. A role that is still
assessed only by the number of actions completed will be pulled back
toward volume even if Al can produce the actions faster. The new measure
may include outcome quality, customer wait, exception resolution, avoided
rework, or the usefulness of knowledge captured for the next cycle. The
measure should be modest enough to use in ordinary management, but it
must reflect the result for which the redesigned role is accountable.

Knowledge also has to travel with the redesign. If prompts, source
judgments, corrections, and exception patterns remain in a personal
account, the role has not become a repeatable organizational capability.
The employee may be faster, but the organization has not become smarter.
The process owner and knowledge maintainer do not need to turn every
action into documentation. They need to preserve the recurring decisions
and boundaries that a new colleague would otherwise have to rediscover
under pressure.

The redesign should be visible in the role’s ordinary operating rhythm.
What does the person look at each day that they did not look at before?
Which exception can they now resolve without a hidden escalation? What
weekly review brings together quality, waiting, and customer effect? What
does the person add to the guidance after a decision is overturned? These
questions keep role redesign from becoming an impressive workshop
followed by the old work under a new title.
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The role may not become larger or more senior. It may become narrower
and more reliable. A person may spend less time preparing material and
more time ensuring that a small set of consequential cases receives the
right judgment. Another may stop performing routine reconciliation and
become responsible for keeping source rules, review criteria, and
corrections usable for the entire workflow. The relevant test is not whether
every role becomes more glamorous. It is whether each changed role has
a real result, sufficient authority, and a contribution that the organization
can recognize.

CHAPTER 5 - ROLE REDESIGN IN MOTION

The result stays visible. The work splits—and
accountability becomes explicit.

A media-operations illustration, not a fixed ratio or universal role design.

gTE.ngJII-.E' More stable, more explainable growth from the budget spent.
BEFORE - ONE AFTER.Al- | Tablechecks
ACTIVITY ENABLED I Data consolidation
BUNDLE ROUTINE -> EXECUTION | Firstpasarepart

| Table checks

| Data consolidation

I Interpret client concern

| Report preparation AFTER- Judge durable versus
Ghent HUMAN temporary signals
interpretation JUDGMENT = | JUDGMENT | Defend the
recommendation

| Signal judgment

BEFORE - activity completion AFTER - review owner checks the output - process

gr?gt:gcisu:;st;ﬁii;Ig::ncézlﬁi’gs =2 owner carries the bounded workflow result -
implicit accountable executive resolves trade-offs beyond it

Figure 2. In this media-operations illustration, Al enables routine checking, consolidation,
and first-pass reporting; human work shifts toward interpretation and defensible
recommendations, while the result and accountability boundary become explicit.

Make Process Ownership Explicit

This is where process ownership becomes necessary. The process owner
is accountable for the result of the human—Al workflow. This person is not
merely standing beside Al and watching it work. The responsibility includes



the workflow’s boundaries, operating quality, exception handling, and
feedback from results. The process owner must be able to say when it may
run automatically, when human intervention is required, and when the work
must stop for a retrospective.

In factory terms, process ownership resembles line supervision. The
supervisor does not tighten every screw, but the quality of what comes off
the line remains within that person’s remit. They know which machine to
stop, where to add an inspection, and who investigates a batch problem. Al
entering a workflow adds a line that never sleeps. It still needs a person
accountable for the process around it.

Arole that once meant “complete the task” may therefore become “ensure
that a human—Al system reliably delivers the result.” That is not one more
tool skill. It is a change in the nature of the role.

Role redesign is not the phrase “familiar with Al.” It means revising four
dimensions together: the deliverable result, the Al tasks, human judgment,
and the accountability boundary. If those four dimensions do not move, Al
is only a new attachment to an old role. When they are clear, the role can
shift from a person performing many actions to a person using Al to deliver
stable results.

Rewrite One Role in an Hour

Start with one high-frequency role. Do not begin by asking whether it can
be cut. Bring together the accountable executive, the chief human
resources officer (CHRO), the chief information officer (ClO), and the
role’s direct manager. Put the four questions on a whiteboard.

In the first round, write facts, not wishes. What result does the role deliver
now? What does the person actually do each day? What has Al already
taken over? Which actions do employees resent most? Which outputs, if
wrong, would impose a real cost on customers, employees, or the
business?

53



Only in the second round write the redesign. Which actions go to Al?
Which judgments must stay with people? Which exceptions must escalate?
Who is the process owner? Should the role’s performance measure move
from “how many actions were completed” to “what result was delivered”?
What rule, exception pattern, or correction must become organizational
memory?

If the meeting produces only a sentence saying that the role should
improve its Al capability, it was wasted. If it produces a human-Al
accountability table, an outcome definition, and one operating change to
test, the role has begun to be redesigned.

Turn the Redesign into an Operating Test

The workshop is not the redesign. It is the point at which the organization
becomes specific enough to run one.

Choose one bounded change and run it in ordinary work. It might be that Al
prepares the first draft of a response while a person retains authority over
the final promise. It might be that Al organizes evidence for a recurring
review while a manager decides the exceptions. It might be that a role
stops producing a routine report and begins maintaining the review criteria
and correction record that make the report reliable. The change should be
narrow enough that the team can observe it, but real enough that someone
outside the project feels the result.

Before the test begins, state the result that matters and the failure that
cannot be tolerated. If the redesigned role is supposed to reduce customer
wait, record where the wait begins now and who can change the next
handoff. If it is supposed to improve the quality of a recurring decision,
state what evidence a reviewer needs in order to reject an Al
recommendation. If it is supposed to release capacity for relationship work,
make that new work visible in the role’s calendar and measure. Otherwise
routine execution will refill the time as soon as the pilot ends.
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The direct manager has a particular responsibility here. A role cannot be
redesigned only in a workshop attended by senior executives. The
manager allocates the work, recognizes the changed contribution, sees
when the old task returns through an exception, and notices whether the
employee has enough authority to exercise judgment. If the manager
continues to reward speed, availability, and raw volume while the executive
asks for quality and learning, the employee receives the old message. The
role will revert even if the new description is excellent.

The first review should ask four plain questions. Did the result improve?
Did Al actually take over the intended task, or did hidden rework simply
move elsewhere? Did the person retain real judgment and authority, or
become a rubber stamp? What knowledge, correction, or boundary should
be carried into the next cycle? The answers may show that the role design
needs another iteration. That is not a failure of the method. It is how a role
becomes credible through operating evidence rather than a promise on
paper.

This is also where the process owner and knowledge maintainer meet. The
process owner watches the whole result: quality, exceptions, customer or
business effect, and the point at which the process must be paused. The
knowledge maintainer turns recurring correction into usable guidance. One
person may hold both responsibilities in a small workflow, but the work
must not disappear between them. A system that improves only because
one skilled employee is constantly present has not yet produced a
redesign the organization can rely on.

When the operating test works, the organization can decide whether to
extend it, adjust it, or embed it in the role’s normal rhythm. When it does
not, the organization has learned where the role, workflow, or authority
boundary is still wrong. Either outcome is better than declaring success
because the job description now contains the word Al.
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The manager should make the test visible to the person whose role is
changing. Hidden redesign is a poor management practice even when the
intended result is sensible. Explain what work is leaving the role, what
contribution is expected to replace it, which judgment the person is now
expected to exercise, and how the organization will evaluate that
contribution. If the organization cannot describe a credible future
contribution, it has not completed a role redesign; it has merely identified a
task that can be automated.

This conversation is not a promise that every employee will prefer the new
role or that every role will have the same future. It is a requirement of
honest operating design. People cannot supply the context, correction, and
relationship work that make Al useful if they are expected to infer the
organization’s intentions from an unexplained reduction in routine work.
The CHRO, direct manager, and accountable executive do different parts
of this work, but none can outsource it to the tool or to a revised job
description.

The review also gives the organization a chance to detect a common
failure: the person nominally retains judgment but has lost the conditions
needed to exercise it. They may no longer receive the source information
that makes a recommendation interpretable. They may lack authority to
stop an output. Their workload may have increased so sharply that review
becomes a formality. Or they may be measured against a target that
rewards approval rather than correction. When this happens, the redesign
has shifted risk onto the person without giving that person a viable role in
controlling it. The remedy is not to demand more diligence. It is to restore
information, authority, time, and a clear escalation path.

At the end of the first operating test, record a short decision: continue as
designed, continue with a stated correction, narrow the use, or stop.
Record why. This decision becomes part of the organizational memory for
the next role redesign. It prevents each manager from rediscovering the
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same boundary alone, and it gives later teams a concrete example of how
the organization distinguished a helpful Al task from a trustworthy human—
Al result.

Questions of headcount belong in Chapter 10, after the organization has
established whether the work is stable, where accountability has moved,
what knowledge must remain available, and what it intends to do with the
capacity released. A role redesign is not a shortcut around those decisions.

Before closing the workshop, ask three decision questions. What work will
stop next week? What result will the redesigned role be expected to protect
instead? What authority, information, and review time must move with the
role for that expectation to be fair? Write the answers beside the role, not in
a generic transformation plan. They turn a plausible redesign into a
testable management commitment.

Then choose a review date and the evidence that will be examined. It may
be a customer wait, an exception pattern, a quality check, a decision
record, or a measure of rework. The point is not to create a universal
scorecard. It is to establish whether the role is actually delivering the result
it was redesigned to deliver. If the evidence is unclear, the organization
should revise the role, the workflow, or the authority boundary before it
turns the initial change into a staffing conclusion.

Tool: Four Questions for Role Redesign

Question What to examine Output
What result does the The stable result the role delivers to the A result definition
role deliver? organization
What tasks does Al Repetitive execution, information An Al-intervention
take on? organization, first drafts, standardized list

checks, review support, and anomaly
detection
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Question

What judgment does
the person retain?

How does the
accountability
boundary change?

Use this table this week. Choose a role whose day-to-day work you cannot

What to examine

Organizational risk, customer
commitments, exception handling, trust,
and decisions about responsibility for
outcomes

Who instructs, reviews, approves, corrects,
and is accountable for the outcome

Output

A human-
judgment list

A human-Al
accountability
table

clearly describe, or the one employees complain about most. Let the
people who do the work fill it in; then review what they wrote. If the four

lines cannot be filled, nobody has understood the role well enough to

redesign it.

A job is not the only unit of analysis. Once you open the role and make the
deliverable result, Al tasks, human judgment, and accountability boundary

explicit, you are no longer merely speeding up an old job. You are
redesigning a human—Al system that can deliver stable results.
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Part lll — Knowledge, Data, and
Organizational Capability

A redesigned role does not become an organizational capability simply
because one person has learned a better way to work. The organization
gains capability only when the judgment, corrections, and boundaries
created in that work can be carried forward without turning people into
interchangeable parts.

That is the tension in this Part. Al makes it possible to capture more of the
work process: the sources used, the alternatives considered, the
exceptions noticed, the edits made, and the reasons a person overruled a
recommendation. Capturing more is not the same as learning more. An
organization needs a legitimate exchange with the people whose
experience it wants to retain, a disciplined distinction among types of data,
and a way to turn material into reusable judgment at the point of work.

The chapters move in that order. Chapter 6 distinguishes organizational
memory from a searchable repository and shows how judgment becomes
reusable in a workflow. Chapter 7 makes the bargain for employee
workflow data and context explicit. Chapter 8 establishes the human
accountability loop: information, authority, judgment, correction, and
escalation. Chapter 9 turns that loop into daily governance through
permissions, records, review, and rollback.

The practical ambition is modest and demanding. Do not try to make the
whole company learn at once. Choose one consequential workflow.
Identify the judgment that matters, the information it needs, the person who
can correct it, and the way a useful correction becomes available next
time. That is how a local Al improvement begins to become an
organizational operating system.
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Chapter 6 — Organizational Memory Is More
Than a Knowledge Base

The budget is approved, the tools are purchased, every employee has
access, and two rounds of training have been completed. Three months
later a business leader asks why the business is not moving faster. The
usual answer is that employees do not know how to use Al. The deeper
answer is that Al does not know how this company works: the exceptions
in refund approval, why an experienced salesperson is cautious with one
kind of customer, why a recruiter pauses at a résumé, or why an
operations lead will not increase spending at a particular moment. Those
judgments live in people, chats, and the warning that “this went wrong
before.” Individuals may become faster with Al; without retaining those
judgments, the organization does not become smarter.

That is an organizational knowledge gap, not simply a missing knowledge
base. A searchable repository can find documents. It cannot preserve how
the company judged, erred, corrected itself, and avoided the same error
next time. That is organizational memory: accumulated judgment, not a
larger document cabinet.

Call the goal organizational memory: extracting, organizing, and updating
the knowledge Al needs in order to work in context. The first question is
operational: which decisions must the next person be able to make without
locating the veteran who made them last time? Every employee may have
access to Al tools while the company still has no organizational memory.

Know-how is not mysterious. It is the ability to handle a specific situation,
often without being able to explain every step.? Inside a company, knowing
the rule is different from understanding why it exists, and both are different
from knowing what to do in the case at hand. Al can read the first two
more easily than the third because practical know-how is inseparable from
context.
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An experienced recruiter may see risks or fit that no standard résumé rule
captures; an experienced customer-service person may know when to hold
the line on policy and when to stabilize a valuable relationship. A
knowledge base can keep accumulating material while still giving a new
employee little help with judgment. The practical question is not which
occupations remain, but which judgments a system cannot safely infer
without context.

Start extraction with a process node, not an interview with the most senior
person. Which nodes depend most on judgment, carry the highest cost of
error, resist standardization, and remain slow for new employees? Those
are the richest deposits of know-how. Al will quickly handle information
lookup, formatting, standard replies, and aggregation; the highest-value
experience often sits in high-complexity, high-risk, low-standardization
nodes: whether to escalate an unusual order, whether a complaint is
emotional or rule-based, whether a candidate lacks capability or fit, or
whether a campaign anomaly is content, channel, or timing.

Mark those three dimensions on every node: complexity, cost of error, and
standardizability. Then split the nodes into two sets. The first is where Al
can enter first: first drafts, information organization, standardized checks,
review support, and anomaly detection. These activities clarify work before
human judgment; errors remain controllable because a person can correct
them. The second set must be bounded first: external commitments,
customer compensation, and employee evaluation. They may look regular
enough to automate, but an error can leave the process and affect
company credibility, commercial responsibility, or organizational trust. Al
may prepare material, recommend, and compare; a person must take the
action that makes the consequence real.

Consider an anonymized manufacturing setting. Maintenance knowledge
may be scattered across senior engineers, purchased-parts manuals,
historical work orders, images, and video. A frontline technician facing a
complex customer-site problem may still call headquarters. The issue is not
merely whether a manual exists. It is whether the technician can see how
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similar faults were distinguished, what conditions made a manual
unreliable in the field, which simple check came first, and when escalation
was immediate. Structure the work orders, repair steps, exception
handling, diagnostic sequence, and support record together, and the next
technician can see past judgments, corrections, and resolutions. That is
organizational memory—and the first successful process leaves a method
for the next one.

Do not ask senior employees to write a long manual. Ask them to describe
the judgment structure for one critical work point: what triggers the
judgment, which signals matter and mislead, what counts as a good
output, and which exceptions require review. Material is not capability. It
becomes organizational capability only when problems are captured,
judgments are structured, validated and incorporated into operating rules,
retained as reusable cases, and made available in the next comparable
task. The management challenge is to turn experience into knowledge that

others can use.*

Build a Memory Object, Not Another Folder

A useful memory object is small enough to be used at the point of work and
complete enough to survive the loss of its original author. Start with a
decision that recurs: whether to approve a refund outside policy, how to
diagnose an equipment fault, or when a quotation needs an exception.
Name the trigger, the decision to be made, and the outcome that signals
the decision was sound. If the team cannot name those three things, it is
collecting material before it knows what the material is for.

Then elicit the judgment by reconstructing one real case. Ask what the
person saw first, which evidence they discounted, what alternative they
considered, which boundary they could not cross, and what would have
changed the answer. This method is stronger than asking for general
advice. General advice produces slogans; a reconstructed case reveals
sequence, evidence, exception conditions, and the difference between a
useful shortcut and an unsafe one.
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Turn that account into a judgment card. A card should contain the situation,
the signals to check, the signals that are commonly misleading, the
standard for a satisfactory decision, the evidence that supports it, the
permitted action, the escalation trigger, and the knowledge maintainer
responsible for the next review. Link the card to the relevant policy, source
record, or earlier case. The point is not to force every decision into a single
template. It is to make the reasoning legible enough that another qualified
person can test it rather than merely imitate it.

Validation comes before reuse. The process owner should test the card
against several past cases, including at least one case that initially went
wrong or appeared ambiguous. A qualified reviewer checks whether the
evidence and boundary are usable in the real workflow. The knowledge
maintainer records the version, source, scope, and date of the test. If the
card fails, it is not quietly added to a library; it returns for correction or
remains a local note. That discipline distinguishes a shared memory from
an unexamined anecdote.

Reuse must occur in the flow, not in a workshop. Put the card where the
work begins: in the service queue, quotation screen, maintenance handoff,
or review checklist. A user should see the relevant guidance when the
trigger appears, not search a separate repository after the decision has
already been made. Record whether the card was used, returned,
overridden, or found irrelevant. Those signals show whether the memory is
helping the work or merely accumulating in storage.

Every memory object also needs a retirement rule. A policy may change, a
customer segment may disappear, a model may behave differently, or a
once-useful shortcut may become unsafe. Set a review date and name the
condition that forces an earlier review: repeated returns, conflicting
evidence, a changed permission, a material incident, or a new operating
context. The knowledge maintainer can then revise, supersede, restrict, or
retire the object with a visible record of why. Organizational memory
becomes dangerous when old judgment continues to look current.
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The test does not require waiting for year-end. Ask what remains when
someone leaves: not just accounts, folders, and unfinished customer
handoffs, but also the high-quality Al outputs, prompts, templates,
checklists, retrospectives, customer insight, and exception handling that
should have become reusable organizational assets. If a successor can
only ask another veteran, the organization has not retained the
predecessor’s judgment. “How is the knowledge base going?” is too broad.
Ask instead about version management and quality standards,
maintenance responsibility, use in the workflow, and whether a later case
changed the memory object.

Begin with one node: high complexity, high risk, and low standardization.
Write its judgment structure—trigger, signals, quality threshold, and
exceptions. Validate it against real cases, place it in the live workflow, and
give it a review and retirement route. The separate question of what
employees contribute and receive in this arrangement belongs to the next
chapter; the work here is to make useful judgment capable of surviving,
being tested, and being reused.

A Knowledge Base Becomes Memory Only in the Workflow

A leadership team can spend months building a knowledge base: policies,
slide decks, FAQs, contract templates, and project retrospectives, followed
by an Al question-and-answer interface. At launch, employees may no
longer have to hunt through files. Useful as that is, it does not by itself
create organizational memory. A filing cabinet that can speak still answers
only, “Where is the information?” Organizational memory answers, “How
should we decide next time?”

There are three layers of knowledge inside a company. The first is material:
policies, documents, SOPs, FAQs, product descriptions, and templates.
The second is experience: postmortems, expert calls, unwritten rules,
lessons from mistakes, customer preferences, and the feel developed by
experienced employees. The third is organizational memory: reusable
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grounds for judgment, process rules, exception conditions, accountability
records, and retrospective conclusions, structured enough for people and
Al to use under the right permissions.

Take a recurring customer exception that policy and contract language do
not fully resolve. A salesperson may know how to handle it only because of
an earlier dispute. At present, that is one person’s memory. Organizational
memory turns it into a rule attached to the relevant workflow: the exception,
its source, who may consult it, who approves it, when it is reviewed, and
who can reverse a mistake. New hires no longer need to find a particular
veteran before they can act; the veteran’s judgment has become available
at the point where the decision is made.

That is why a document repository should begin with a scenario, not a list
of files to upload. Choose a concrete workflow—customer-service
response, contract review, sales quotation, R&D review, or after-sales fault
handling. Then structure the knowledge around the question, the judgment,
the rule, the exception, the evidence, and the action. A complete policy
document may be necessary, but it is not enough. The person using the
system needs to know what problem a rule addresses, where its boundary
lies, how exceptions are handled, and what supports it.

Memory Must Be Maintained, Not Merely Stored

Knowledge becomes stale, rules conflict, experience distorts, and Al cites
the wrong thing. Someone must maintain the material, approve changes,
review conflict, reverse an error, and remain accountable for the result.
Freshness is not a feature. It is a job.

A customer-service base needs more than standard language: it needs
issue classification, escalation rules, risk signals, review points, and an
update mechanism. A contract base needs more than templates: it needs
clause risk, authorization boundaries, exception approval, and records. At
intake, a work order should surface relevant history, risk signals, handling
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boundaries, and escalation conditions. At the close of a postmortem,
conclusions should update judgment cards, escalation rules, standard
language, training, or permissions.

This is the compounding mechanism that personal Al use lacks. A person
can improve a prompt or a decision path in private. When the person
leaves, the refinement leaves as well. An organization gets smarter only
when useful corrections return to a shared workflow, have a named
knowledge maintainer, and can be reused by the next person facing the
same situation.

The test is practical. Ask ten questions of one knowledge system: Which
workflow does it serve? Where did it come from? What judgment problem
does it solve? What are its boundaries? How are exceptions handled?
Who may invoke it? Who maintains it? When sources conflict, which one
governs? s there a record when Al uses it? How is an error reversed? The
unanswered questions are not documentation defects. They show where
the organization still relies on individual memory.

Use a short quarterly sample to test whether the memory is alive. Select a
recently used judgment card, trace it back to its source, and compare its
guidance with the current workflow. Then select a recent return or
exception and ask whether it changed a card, a rule, a training example, or
an escalation condition. Finally, ask a newer employee to complete a
representative case with the material available. The goal is not to test
individual recall. It is to discover whether the organization has made its
judgment transferable.

The sample should produce a visible decision: retain the object as current,
revise it with a named knowledge maintainer and due date, restrict its use
while evidence is incomplete, or retire it. A memory system improves when
its users can see what changed and why. It decays when old material
survives because nobody has the authority or time to touch it. This small
maintenance discipline is how a collection of cases becomes a dependable
operating resource rather than an archive of prior intentions.
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Chapter 7 — The Bargain for Workflow Data and
Context

The firm is not merely collecting data. It is asking employees to teach the
system how the real work gets done.

Consider a maintenance-Al project. Work orders, operating logs, and
calibration data created while engineers handle equipment failures may
become material for improving an internal system. Engineers may record
causes when faults occur; those records can inform later review and
training. Yet the project can still omit the sentence addressed to the
engineer: while repairing equipment, that engineer is also producing
material the organization may reuse. The organization needs to explain
that plainly.

This is an exchange, whether management admits it or not. Al learns from
how employees recognize an imminent customer complaint, decide when
sales should stop pushing, pause over a résumé, or depart from a manual
during a fault. Once those paths can be structured and reused, the
question is no longer only what data the company owns. It is whether the
company has explained the purpose, boundary, return, and correction path
to the people whose judgment it is asking to reveal.

The Process Is Not the Same as the Output

Companies have long assumed that work products belong to the
organization: reports, orders entered, code submitted, and work orders
completed. Al pushes the boundary earlier. It wants to learn not only that a
senior engineer fixed a machine, but why the engineer checked one sensor
first, departed from the manual sequence, or recognized that an alarm
code pointed to operating habits in the field rather than a faulty component.
Likewise, an HRBP’s recommendation is an outcome; the reasoning about
team fit, risk, and whether an “urgent hire” actually reveals an
organizational-design problem is part of the process.
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Outputs are comparatively easy to assign. The process contains tacit
judgment, personal style, experience paths, and risk intuition. Once that
process is recorded, structured, and used for training, “it is all work data” is
no longer an adequate answer. Look at the Al-system plan already being
built: does it collect outputs, or does it collect process? If it collects
process, the question is not a legal wording exercise alone. ltis a
foundation of organizational trust.

A Contribution Bargain Makes the Terms Visible

| use contribution bargain as a management term, not as a legal
contract. It describes the exchange an organization makes visible when it
asks employees to contribute workflow data, judgment, and context. The
legal basis, company policy, and any agreement governing that exchange
will differ by jurisdiction and workplace. As a management design, the
arrangement should still make five things clear: what the company collects,
who can see it, how it will be used, what employees receive in return, and
who is responsible when something goes wrong.

Employees will ask more pointed questions. Will the judgment | contribute
become evidence used to eliminate my role? Will my process data be used
by my direct manager in performance evaluation? If Al learns from my
experience and makes a mistake, will that mistake be traced back to me?
When the organization leaves these questions unanswered, people protect
themselves: work orders become safer, retrospectives become empitier,
and important judgment remains in their heads. The organization thinks it
has captured data; it has captured noise.

The answer is a contribution bargain, not a request for loyalty. The
organization asks people to make the real work visible: the exception, the
workaround, the judgment that prevents an avoidable failure, and the
correction that makes an Al-assisted process safer. In return, it must make
five commitments visible in the operating arrangement: purpose, boundary,
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attribution, return, and correction. The terms can differ by company and by
workflow. The five questions cannot disappear merely because a data-
collection notice exists.

Purpose means naming the decision the material is meant to improve.
“Improve Al” is not a purpose. “Help service representatives recognize the
three conditions that require an immediate escalation” is a purpose.
Boundary means distinguishing material that may support search or
process improvement from material that should not migrate into training,
evaluation, or a different workflow without a fresh explanation. A
contribution bargain that cannot name its use is asking employees to
transfer judgment into an unknown system.

Attribution means recording the contribution as work rather than treating it
as free residue of a normal job. This is not a claim that every contribution
creates individual ownership of a company asset. It is a management
choice to make valuable process repair, exception discovery, and reusable
judgment visible in the same way the organization makes other valuable
work visible. A contributor should be able to see what was captured, the
workflow to which it was attached, and the person responsible for keeping
it current.

Return means the contributor has a credible place in the better workflow
that their contribution helps create. It may include recognition in
performance and development, participation in redesign, a role that
emphasizes exception judgment or knowledge maintenance, or a clear
explanation of how standard work will change. It is not a promise that every
role remains untouched. It is a refusal to treat the people who expose the
real work as disposable inputs to an efficiency program.

Correction means that a person who contributed experience is not
automatically made responsible for every later output derived from it. The
process owner, review owner, and accountable executive retain the
responsibilities and decision rights appropriate to the live workflow.
Contributors need a route to flag a misuse, outdated rule, or misleading
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interpretation without having to defend themselves after an incident.
Otherwise the organization will collect sanitized descriptions and call them
knowledge.

The bargain has to survive a difficult case, not just a launch
announcement. Suppose a service representative explains the phrasing
that signals an imminent complaint. The team turns that observation into a
routing cue. Six weeks later the cue sends an ordinary request to an
escalation queue. The question is not whether someone can blame the
representative for an imperfect rule. The question is whether the team can
inspect the source, correct the cue, update the workflow, and show that the
correction reached the next shift. A system that cannot do this has
collected context without building a responsible way to use it.

Separate Four Kinds of Data

Employee work data should not be swept into one bucket. First, work-
output data—documents, code, work orders, project materials, and
customer records—are organizational outputs, although their intended use
should still be stated: search, process improvement, or internal-model
training. Second, workflow data—operating paths, edit trails,
communication records, review comments, and approval habits—are more
sensitive because they approach a person’s way of judging. Third,
evaluation-related data—performance conversations, capability
assessments, promotion discussions, talent reviews, and hiring-screening
opinions—can immediately raise concerns about an employee’s future
position. Fourth, highly sensitive data—health, compensation negotiations,
private circumstances, and trade-union or labor-relations material—should
not be used casually for Al training merely because technology can access
it.

Before scaling, the CEO, chief human resources officer (CHRO), CIO, and
the accountable executive for the affected process should review each
category together. For each one, ask: how will employees understand its
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entry into the system, can the organization explain it, and who is
responsible if something goes wrong? That produces a meeting-ready list
rather than a technical field catalog.

Transparency Before Collection and Reuse

As a management-design principle—subject to applicable law, policy, and
agreement—the organization should explain what is collected, why it is
used, who can access it, and how a person can question or correct its use.
Employees should be able to find five things at any time: which systems
collect their workflow data, which Al use cases rely on it, who has access,
how long it is retained, and who notifies them when the purpose changes.
Transparency is not a companywide announcement. It is an accountable
management responsibility. The less clearly the boundary is visible, the
more cautiously employees will act—and the less real experience the
organization will learn.

Knowing is not agreeing. Some work-output data may be reused in an
organizational knowledge system when their purpose and handling are
clear. Workflow data need a scenario-specific explanation: why a
customer-service flow, maintenance work order, or campaign review
collects them; how they will be used; who can see them; and how an
employee can give feedback. Evaluation-related data require greater
restraint: in hiring, performance, promotion, and employee evaluation,
people must retain judgment and the organization must retain a review
mechanism. Highly sensitive data should, as a principle, stay out of
training. A generic consent form should not be asked to answer four
different data questions.

The Risk Runs Both Ways

The organization is not the only party that can overreach. Employees can
also put organizational data into external Al tools. When the company
provides no useful tool, approval takes too long, IT is still evaluating,
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security says no, and the business team needs to deliver today, a frontline
employee may open a personal account and paste in customer material,
meeting notes, project plans, candidate résumés, or internal data.

Unauthorized use can be an organizational symptom when formal
channels cannot keep up with employee needs. The employee may be
trying to complete the work, but the organization has already taken on risk.
This is a management diagnosis, not a claim that every employee or
company behaves the same way.

That is why a contribution bargain must address both boundaries: how the
company collects employee workflow data, and how employees may use
Al with work content. The first protects employee trust; the second protects
organizational assets. A ban without a practical, fast, usable route drives
use underground and removes the organization’s ability to see what is
happening. Before issuing a prohibition, spend a week finding out how
much work is already completed through personal accounts.

Benefit Answers “Why Should 1?”

Even when employees know and agree, they will ask what they receive. If
people contribute high-quality judgment, Al learns it, and the organization
becomes more efficient, an answer of “nothing”—or a later role reduction—
will make them less willing to contribute again. The organization must
discuss benefit, not only contribution. Benefit need not be direct payment; it
may take the form of role upgrading, performance recognition, project
opportunity, and career expectation.

An engineer who captures complex fault-diagnosis experience should not
be treated as simply replaceable once Al handles standard questions. The
person may move toward exception review, knowledge stewardship, or
field-problem expertise. An HRBP can contribute a candidate-judgment
framework while Al performs information organization and risk flagging;
cultural fit, trust potential, and organizational-risk judgment still remain
human work.
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The exchange must be visible. Contributions that create reusable
judgment, correct an Al error, or stabilize a process should be recognized.
Do not ask employees to “contribute data assets” for a vague
organizational capability program. State the exchange plainly: the
organization will retain useful experience so new employees make fewer
avoidable mistakes and repeated problems occur less often; employees’
judgments and corrections will be visible; and as Al takes standard actions,
employees should move toward higher-value exception judgment, process
maintenance, and system training. Without a new place for the contributor,
do not pretend this is shared growth.

Responsibility Answers “Who Carries the Outcome?”

When Al uses employee data and gets a judgment wrong, responsibility
should not automatically be pushed onto the person who contributed the
data. That person contributed experience in a particular setting; they did
not necessarily decide how the system was designed, where it was used,
or how its final output was reviewed. A responsible person has authority,
information, time, and a way to correct the course before the incident. A
scapegoat is identified afterward.

The bargain therefore needs five named answers: who decides collection,
who decides purpose, who is responsible for system design, who performs
routine review, and who is responsible for the final business outcome. If
these questions are not answered before launch, the organization will pass
responsibility around after an incident. A human click is therefore not, by
itself, a complete accountability loop.

These five answers are not paperwork. They are the operating design.
Without information, time, authority, and a means of correction, human
confirmation is a rubber stamp and the design of the organization still
bears responsibility. Where the mechanism is incomplete, someone must
be willing to take responsibility before the error passes downstream.
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Test the Contribution Bargain on One Project This Week

A meeting question such as “Have we handled employee-data
compliance?” produces little. It lets legal and IT say that consent was
signed and the process is complete while leaving transparency, consent,
benefit, and responsibility untouched. Ask instead: what employee
workflow data are being collected; are they used for search, training,
evaluation, process improvement, or business decisions; can employees
know, inspect, and give feedback; how are high-quality contributions
recognized and amplified; and when Al output based on these data is
wrong, who corrects it, reviews it, and is accountable for the final result?

Do not start with a companywide rollout. Select one Al project. List its
work-output, workflow, evaluation-related, and highly sensitive data. For
each category, specify purpose and access: who can see it, how it can be
used, how long it is retained, and whether a changed purpose requires a
renewed explanation. Then add a benefit-and-responsibility statement: how
a contributor’s judgment will be recognized, and who reviews, corrects, and
carries the result when Al output is wrong. If those three things cannot be
stated, the project is not ready for scaled deployment. Explaining the
exchange is not cosmetic; it is how the organization continues to receive
real experience.

Run this as a working conversation with the people closest to the flow, not
as a document sent after the design has been settled. Show the proposed
data path on one page: where the material begins, what the Al-enabled
step uses, what is retained, who can inspect it, and which decision it may
influence. Ask participants to mark the point at which the path becomes
misleading, intrusive, or unsafe. Their answers may change the design: a
useful route for troubleshooting may be inappropriate for performance
evaluation; a retained exception may need a shorter review cycle; a high-
value judgment may need a named knowledge maintainer before it is
reused.
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The result should be a project-level record with three linked parts. The first
is the data boundary: categories, stated purpose, access, retention, and
change trigger. The second is the contribution record: what judgment,
correction, or context was made reusable, where it appears in the
workflow, and how it is attributed and maintained. The third is the
accountability route: who can question the use, who reviews a disputed
interpretation, who can correct the process, and who remains accountable
for the business consequence. Keeping these together prevents an
organization from treating data collection as a technical detail and the
people consequences as a later communication problem.

The manager’s test is simple. Can an employee explain, in plain language,
what the project is learning from the work, what it will not learn, why the
distinction matters, and what happens when the system gets the context
wrong? If the answer depends on a policy lawyer, a system architect, and a
different manager each telling part of the story, the bargain is not yet
operational.

This clarity also improves the system itself. A team that can state its
intended use and boundary can test whether new data, a new model
behavior, or a proposed role change has pushed the project beyond what
participants understood. It can pause the changed use before it becomes a
silent expansion of purpose. The contribution bargain is therefore not a
communication layer placed on top of the work. It is one of the
mechanisms that keeps organizational memory useful, bounded, and
accountable as the workflow changes.
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Chapter 8 — Human in the Loop Means a
Human Owns the Consequence

A customer complains about a faulty quotation. The CEO pulls the process
log and finds a clean record: at a specific date and time, someone clicked
“confirmed.” Asked whether the number was right, that person says, “I did
not know. The system gave me a number and nothing else. If | did not
click, the order would have stalled with me.”

This is what many companies call human in the loop (HITL): Al produces
an output, a person clicks confirm, the system retains a record, and the
process continues. It looks stable until the first failure. Then it becomes
clear that the person who clicked had neither enough information, nor time
to review, nor authority to reject, nor a way to correct the system. That is
not a human in the loop. It is a human on the hook.®
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The Question Is Not Whether a Person Is Present

CHAPTER 8 - HUMAN ACCOUNTABILITY

Human presence is not control. Five conditions make
review real.

A reviewer needs more than a place in the flow.

CONDITION THE TEST OPERATING REQUIREMENT

Can the reviewer see inputs, sources,

assumptions, and boundaries? SRR E e Hn(ers

o Information

a Time Is there enough time to review before the A Eeimh

work moves?

B Authority Can the reviewer return, reject, pause, or oy

escalate?

u udament Can the reviewer challenge a plausible but Context, competence, and a
9 wrong result? clear boundary

Updates to rules, knowledge,

e Correction Will an error change the next cycle? .
permissions, and process

Review is real only when all five conditions exist.

Figure 3. Human review becomes real only when information, time, authority, judgment,
and a correction path are designed into the workflow.

The system supplies the recommendation; the employee’s name becomes
the record of its release.

Human presence alone is not control.® A reviewer needs five things:
information, time, authority, judgment, and a correction path. First,
information: a reviewer must see the inputs, source material, assumptions,
boundaries, and risks, not just an Al conclusion. Second, time: a design
that requires a decision in seconds turns review into a posture. Third,
authority: the reviewer must be able to return, reject, pause, or escalate;
confirmation without veto power is only a stamp. Fourth, judgment: the
reviewer must have enough business and professional context to
recognize when a plausible answer is wrong for this customer, contract, or
operating condition. Fifth, a correction path: a discovered error must
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update rules, knowledge, permissions, and process. Without it, the same
error returns. Remove any one of them and “human oversight” becomes a
liability transfer.

Ask the person who confirms Al outputs every day: Can you see the basis?
How much time do you have? Can you send it back? Are you trained and
trusted to challenge the result? Did the last error you found change a rule?
The answers reveal whether the loop is real or theatrical.

Al Recommends; a Person Carries the Consequence

The worst design is simple: Al makes a recommendation, the system
requires a person to confirm it, and when something fails, the organization
pursues the confirmer. That is not an accountability mechanism. It
packages risk as process. “We have human review, so the risk is
controlled” fails a basic test: when an incident occurs, who is asked to
explain it? If the answer is always the person who clicked confirm, the
organization has controlled not risk but the order in which blame is
assigned.

A reviewer who cannot see complete information, return an item, challenge
Al without harming their own performance, or feed an error back into the
system will learn to protect themselves. They will leave cleaner records,
offer less judgment, and challenge fewer flows. Review design can affect
whether people correct or accept Al-generated suggestions; an experiment
found that correction burden and attitudes toward Al affected that
behavior.” The organization gets a row of signatures and nobody really
looking.

Review Is Not Acceptance

Reviewing an output and accepting responsibility for a business
consequence are related but different acts. A reviewer asks whether a
particular output meets the stated standard: are the data complete, the
calculation coherent, the language within the approved boundary, and the
exception correctly flagged? Acceptance asks a different question: should
the organization now act on this output, with this customer, at this price,
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under these conditions? The first can be delegated to a qualified reviewer.
The second belongs to the person whose authority actually reaches the
consequence.

That distinction matters because a reviewer can do excellent work and still
lack the authority to bind the firm. A pricing analyst may return a quotation
that violates margin rules. A sales director may decide that a strategic
exception is warranted. The analyst has reviewed the output; the director
has accepted the business consequence. If the two roles are merged
without making the authority explicit, the organization will call every click
“approval” and discover only after a dispute that nobody knew which
approval it was.

Do not give a reviewer an impossible choice: approve an output they
cannot fully assess or halt work they have no power to resume. Define
what a reviewer may do with an item—confirm it, return it with a reason,
pause the flow, or escalate it—and define what requires acceptance by a
person with a broader business mandate. That is how a human judgment
point becomes a boundary in the operating model rather than a delay
inserted by compliance.

A Real Loop Has Clear Roles

A working loop needs clear roles, not a catchall statement that “someone is
responsible.” Consider an Al quotation assistant. A salesperson using it to
produce a quotation is the user or operator. A manager signing off is the
review owner. When a customer presses below the red line and the Al
recommendation conflicts with risk rules, the exception authority decides
which boundary governs. The knowledge maintainer turns the lesson into
revised quotation rules and sales language. The process owner ensures
that the full workflow delivers its stated business result; the accountable
executive decides when a consequence or trade-off exceeds the
workflow’s stated boundary. Most companies staff only the first two roles.
The rest are left implicit.

The user or operator is closest to the output and is often mistaken for the
final backstop; that role’s boundary is execution, not system risk. The
review owner judges whether the output is usable and needs an
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independent view, complete inputs, and visible boundaries. The exception
authority resolves conflicts among Al advice, business goals, and risk
boundaries. The knowledge maintainer updates rules, knowledge,
permissions, and prompts so the same error does not recur. The process
owner evaluates whether the flow changed the intended result—whether
the process sped up, errors fell, rework declined, or customer waiting
shortened—and raises material trade-offs to the accountable executive.
When one frontline employee is expected to use, review, evaluate,
backstop, and bear the result alone, the organization has not created a
loop. It has overloaded one person with an accountability chain.

The roles can sit in the same team and, in a small operation, one person
may cover more than one. What cannot be merged away is the question
each role answers. The user or operator asks, “Can | complete this work?”
The review owner asks, “Does this output meet the stated standard?” The
exception authority asks, “Which boundary governs when goals conflict?”
The knowledge maintainer asks, “What will be different in the next cycle?”
The process owner asks, “Did this flow improve the result we intended?”
The accountable executive asks, “Do we accept the consequence and
trade-off?” If a manager cannot name the person and decision behind each
question, the loop has not been designed yet.

Set the Review Standard Before the Exception

Review cannot rest on the instruction to “use judgment.” Before the flow
runs, specify the evidence a reviewer needs, the conditions that require
return, and the narrow cases that can move forward without an additional
check. It must also be feasible within the time the flow actually allows. A
useful standard is observable: the reviewer can point to a missing source,
a violated pricing boundary, a contradiction with an approved rule, or an
exception that exceeds their authority. A vague standard turns every
difficult case into a personal dispute and every later incident into a debate
about what the reviewer should have known.

The standard should also say what a good return looks like. “Rejected”
gives the user little to correct and gives the knowledge maintainer nothing
to learn from. “Return: missing contract version; resubmit with the current
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clause and the customer’s stated exception” turns a review into reusable
information. Over time, repeated return reasons reveal whether the
problem is a weak prompt, missing context, unclear authority, obsolete
knowledge, or a business rule that no longer fits the work. That is how
review becomes part of the operating system rather than a final inspection.

Automate Low-Risk Actions; Keep People at High-Stakes
Judgments

Not every Al flow needs a human inserted into it. Low-risk, reversible,
repetitive, monitorable actions should be automated: formatting, material
classification, first summaries, recurring reminders, low-risk information
retrieval, and standardized form completion. Human judgment is scarce
and should not be spent on low-value repeated confirmation. Test whether
an error can be found quickly, rolled back quickly, kept within a contained
impact range, and monitored through sampling.

High-risk judgment is different. The distinction is not whether Al can
perform the action; it is the cost after an error. Decisions involving money,
customers, employment, brand, compliance, or ethics cannot rest on a
model output that merely looks polished. Their effects spread outside the
organization, cannot be fully reversed, and require explanation and
accountability. An Al may draft a customer commitment, organize hiring
information, flag risk, and make structured comparisons. But a person with
professional competence, context, authority to change the result, and a
path to escalate beyond that authority must make the judgment.

The practical decision line is a risk tier, not a claim that every task requires
the same control. For a low-risk action, the manager may authorize
automation with sampling and a clear rollback path. For a moderate-risk
action, a reviewer should see the output before it moves forward and
record any return or override. For a high-stakes action, the flow needs a
named person with authority to accept the consequence, an escalation
route for conflicts, and a record that explains why the decision was made.
The point is not to create three committees. It is to match the strength of
the human landing point to the range of harm if the system is wrong.
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Risk tiers must be set against a real operating context. A mistaken internal
summary and an incorrect customer commitment may use similar
language models, but they do not carry the same consequence. Nor does
a decision remain low-risk merely because it is frequent. Repetition can
magnify a small error across hundreds of orders or employees. The
manager should therefore review both the consequence of one error and
the scale at which that error could travel before deciding where automation
may run on its own.

Authority Must Match the Decision

Information without authority produces a different version of the same
failure. A knowledgeable reviewer may see that a quotation is unsafe but
be unable to stop it because the sales target, customer deadline, or
workflow setting leaves no route to do so. A manager may have authority
but no access to the assumptions or exception history required to use it
well. A sound accountability design gives the person at each decision point
both: enough evidence to exercise judgment and enough authority to act
on that judgment.

Make the escalation route concrete before the system is live. Define the
trigger that moves an item out of routine review, the person who receives it,
the decision that person may make, and the time in which the answer is
needed. A threshold conflict, missing source, unusual customer request, or
suspected data error should not rely on whether a helpful colleague
happens to be online. The user and reviewer need to know that escalation
is an expected part of good work, not a career risk or an admission of
failure.

The route also needs an end point. Escalation that only transfers an item
upward creates a queue with a more senior audience. The exception
authority must be able to choose among real outcomes: permit the
exception with recorded conditions, return it for more evidence, change the
boundary for future cases, or stop the flow. The resolution and its rationale
then return to the process owner and knowledge maintainer, so the
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immediate decision and the change to the next cycle are not confused. If
none of those decisions is available, the organization has named an
escalation path without creating a decision right.

A Loop Is Not an Approval Chain

Al output followed by human approval and process completion is a one-
way flow, not a loop. A loop makes the next cycle better: results are
evaluated, errors reviewed, rules updated, knowledge captured, and
permissions adjusted. At the beginning, a reviewer may have to remake
most outputs. The reasons for each edit teach the system what was wrong.
As output becomes more usable, intervention should move from remaking
to confirming, and from reviewing every item to sampling. The person
remains in the loop, but the density of intervention falls.

That decline is not automatic. Each edit, return, and explanation of why
something does not work moves private knowledge from a few people’s
heads into the organization. Without that work, an Al system may look
broadly informed but fail on the company’s actual situation. A meaningful
loop makes errors rarer, exceptions clearer, new employees more able to
take over, and recurring problems less dependent on veteran
improvisation.

Run the Handoff on One Flow

Take a single flow that already reaches a customer, employee, supplier, or
financial result. A manager can run the first handoff in one working session.
Start by naming the action: “The sales team may use Al to draft a quotation
within the approved pricing range.” Then name the user and the reviewer.
The user may prepare the draft and attach the relevant facts. The reviewer
may confirm it, return it with a reason, or pause it when required
information is missing. Neither role is allowed to waive a pricing boundary.

Next, name the decision point. In this example, a sales director may accept
a quotation outside the standard range only after seeing the margin,
customer context, and stated exception. If the customer request conflicts
with a risk rule, the director does not improvise alone; the item goes to the
exception authority identified for that class of conflict. The exception
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authority decides which boundary governs and records the reason. The
decision should not be hidden in a chat message or remembered only by
the participants.

Then name the process owner and knowledge maintainer. At the agreed
review point, the process owner looks for the result the flow was supposed
to improve: turnaround time, rework, margin, customer response, or
another business outcome chosen before launch. The accountable
executive reviews material trade-offs in that result. The knowledge
maintainer collects the returns, overrides, and incidents that recur. They
update the quotation rule, prompt, reference material, permission
boundary, or escalation condition that caused the failure. The knowledge
maintainer does not silently tune the process; the change has to be visible
to the people who will use and review the next quotation.

The handoff can be written on one page. It needs only six fields: the action
Al may take; the decision it may not make; the evidence a reviewer must
see; the person who can accept the business consequence; the escalation
route when rules conflict; and the place where a return, incident, or
override changes the next cycle. This is not a generic control template. It is
a way to make one real workflow runnable by people who did not design it.

An Incident Must Change the Next Cycle

An incident does not prove that Al should be removed from the workflow. It
does prove that the organization needs to learn from the event before it
repeats the same design. Start with the record: what was the input, what
did Al produce, who reviewed it, who accepted the consequence, and what
rule or condition was missed? Then separate the failure. Was the output
wrong, was the reviewer missing information, did a time limit force a rubber
stamp, did an authority boundary fail, or did a known exception never
reach the right person?

The postmortem should end with a specific change to the operating flow:
update a rule, change a permission, add an escalation trigger, amend a
review checklist, or retire an automation path until the condition is
repaired.® The knowledge maintainer records that change; the process
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owner confirms that the revised flow can operate and checks whether the
correction reduced the recurrence. A postmortem that ends with “be more
careful” has taught nothing to the system.

This is where accountability becomes productive rather than punitive. The
purpose of naming people is not to find the nearest person when a failure
occurs. ltis to ensure that somebody has the information, authority,
judgment, and correction route to make the next cycle safer and better.

The Leadership Test

Do not ask, “Do we have a human in the loop?” Ask seven questions
instead. What is the impact range if this Al output is wrong? Is the action
low-risk and reversible, or high-risk and irreversible? Who are the user or
operator, review owner, exception authority, knowledge maintainer, process
owner, and accountable executive? Does the review owner have
information, time, authority, judgment, and a correction path? Can the
review owner reject, return, pause, or escalate? After an error, will the
organization update rules, knowledge, permissions, and process? Who is
accountable for the final result?

Choose one consequential Al-enabled scenario—not a companywide
rollout. Draw the roles and test whether each is attached to a real job with
stated responsibilities, information, and authority. Then write a one-page
responsibility protocol: where human judgment belongs; who may veto or
escalate; how the process owner evaluates the result; when the
accountable executive must decide a trade-off; and who feeds learning
back into the workflow. A person may participate in work and Al may
participate in work, but organizational responsibility cannot be outsourced
to a button.
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Chapter 9 — Governance That Can Run on a
Tuesday

Governance that cannot run on Tuesday is not governance. It is a
policy document.

Most governance programs fail because their rules exist only in a
document. After the document is written, the business keeps running,
systems keep changing, employees keep using them, and new settings
keep appearing. After a month, the rules begin to expire; after three
months, the rules and real work are no longer the same thing.

Governance has to enter daily operations. It does not need to begin as a
large committee or a new software platform. It begins by making four
permissions and four records visible in one critical flow.

Four Permissions, One Named Person for Each

First, who may let Al touch which data? Customer, employee, contract,
pricing, and financial data are not the same thing. The operational question
is not simply whether a system can access them. It is who sets that
boundary, who can change it, and who answers for its consequences.

Second, who may let Al generate content on the organization’s behalf? An
external email, customer reply, hiring evaluation, or suggested contract
revision does not become the organization’s position merely because Al
generated it. Generation permission determines what Al may draft; it does
not determine who may formally speak for the organization.

Third, who may approve an Al recommendation for the next step? Al may
recommend, but the approval step that turns a recommendation into action
must identify who assents, who reviews, and who may send it back.

Fourth, who is accountable for the final result? This is the layer a process
most easily evades: the first three may be configured and yet no one
carries the outcome. Whoever bears the result should have commensurate
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decision rights over data access, content generation, and recommendation
release. Assign buttons first and add a responsible person later, and
permissions remain a technical project.

Take one running Al flow and write four lines, one name on each: who
approves data, who approves generation, who authorizes release, and
who is accountable for the result. Add the decision boundary beside each
name: what that person may change, what they must return, and what they
must escalate. Any blank line is today’s blind spot.

Permission is not permanent merely because it was once granted. A new
customer segment, a changed data source, a different model behavior, or a
new output channel can alter the risk of an existing flow. The named
person should know which change requires a new decision rather than
treating every later use as covered by the original approval. That simple
discipline stops a narrow pilot from becoming a broad operating practice
without anyone noticing.

Records Must Reconstruct the Responsibility Chain

After Al enters a process, organizations accumulate system logs, model
outputs, and approval records. More logs do not necessarily create a
usable record. If an incident still depends only on participants’ memories,
even abundant records have not formed a responsibility chain.

The minimum usable record captures four things: who issued the
instruction, what Al touched, what Al produced, and who moved the output
to the next step. Together, those links make it possible to distinguish a
human judgment error from an Al-output deviation or a release failure in
the process.

Records are not kept in order to assign blame. They are kept so the
organization can review, repair, and continue using Al. If employees
understand records as a tool for later punishment, they will bypass the
formal process or keep crucial judgment outside the record. The logs may
look clean while containing no learning value.
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The record also needs a home that the relevant roles can actually reach. A
system log that only a technical team can read will not help a process
owner reconstruct a customer decision; a spreadsheet held by one
manager will not help a reviewer understand whether a rule changed last
month. Define one location for the operational record and one named route
for retrieving it when an exception occurs. The objective is
reconstructability, not exhaustive surveillance.

Review the Anomaly, Not the Mountain of Logs

The question is not “who reads the logs?” The question is who looks, by
when, and where the conclusion is recorded. Al can screen the first pass:
compare an event with a normal pattern, flag access outside a stated
boundary, or identify an output that skipped a required release point. That
does not remove human judgment. It makes the handoff to human
judgment visible and timely.

The signals should enter a queue for judgment, where a designated review
owner handles and records a result within a stated time. Anomalies must
return to a person and to someone authorized to change the rule. Without
a named review owner, a response time, and a disposition record, the
anomaly queue becomes another mountain of logs.

The queue needs three possible dispositions: close the event as within the
approved boundary, correct the specific result and continue, or pause the
flow and escalate it. A reviewer should not be forced to invent a fourth path
whenever a case is uncomfortable. The escalation route must name both
the person who can resolve the immediate decision and the person who
can change the underlying condition. Otherwise the organization will clear
the symptom and leave the same exception waiting in the next queue.

An exception should produce a usable operating record, not merely an
urgent message. Capture the trigger, the evidence available at the time,
the action taken, the boundary that governed, the decision-maker, and the
change required before the next similar case. This record lets the
organization distinguish three different problems that are often mixed
together: a user made an ordinary error, the flow lacked necessary
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information, or the rule itself no longer fits the operating context. Each
needs a different response. Treating all three as “Al risk” creates a vague
backlog and teaches the process nothing.

The exception authority resolves the immediate conflict within the stated
decision boundary. If the conflict reveals that the boundary itself is
obsolete, the process owner owns the proposed operating change and the
knowledge maintainer updates the relevant rules, cases, and guidance
after the change is approved. The review owner then tests whether the
revised flow can be used as intended. This is a short route, not a new
committee: resolve the case, repair the condition, verify the repair, and
return the lesson to the live workflow.

The distinction matters because a fast answer is not always a sound
resolution. A customer deadline may justify an authorized exception with
recorded conditions; it does not automatically justify changing the rule for
all future customers. Conversely, a repeating exception is evidence that a
supposedly narrow condition may now be part of the normal work. The
monthly review should surface that pattern and force a decision: preserve
the exception, revise the boundary, add a different human judgment point,
or stop the Al-enabled action until the underlying condition is understood.

Rollback Is an Organizational Capability

Rollback is more than reverting a code version. Customer commitments Al
has already sent, hiring screens it has affected, approval results it has
advanced, and employee trust it has changed do not disappear
automatically when a version is restored. The question is: after Al makes
an error, can the organization still catch it?

| built a small file-organizing tool, mainly for my own use. The job sounded
straightforward: take an untidy collection of files and help put it in order.
The difficulty appeared at the level of the folder.

Some folders function as inboxes. They contain unrelated items and should
be opened up so the files can be sorted separately. Others are archives:
project records, client deliverables, or historical material whose internal
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arrangement already carries meaning. Those folders should move as a
whole—or be left alone. From the outside, the two can look much the
same.

| could have treated the problem as a classification challenge and kept
refining the system’s guess. | chose a different boundary. When the
distinction mattered, the tool asked the user whether to separate the
contents or preserve the folder as a unit. One additional decision stayed
with the person because an incorrect split could destroy order that would
be hard to reconstruct.

That choice shaped the rest of the product. The tool showed what it
planned to do, acted only after a deliberate choice, and preserved a route
back for the actions it allowed. Al could suggest; the person decided; the
system made the action visible. Reversibility was not a convenience added
after the main feature. It was part of the permission to act.

The management lesson | draw from that design decision is broader than
file organization. When an automated action can be contained and
reversed, the organization can let the system move first and review by
sampling. When the action can destroy context, bind the company, or affect
a person in a way that cannot simply be restored, better prediction is not
enough. The decision boundary has to move back to someone with the
information and authority to judge it.

Rollback therefore begins before an incident. It begins when the
organization decides which actions may run automatically, what must
remain reversible, and where a person must make the call. The later
recovery steps—pause the flow, hand the work back to a person, trace the
impact, and repair the rule—depend on that earlier design. If no path back
was built into the work, a rollback plan written after failure is only a
description of what the organization wishes it could do.

To catch it, four actions are needed. First, pause: once an anomaly is
found, the flow can stop so the error does not spread. Second, human
takeover: after Al stops, a named person takes over and still understands
the underlying method of judgment. Third, trace the scope of impact: find
which results Al has already affected, which need review, and which
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require correction. Fourth, repair the rule: after the incident is handled,
update the process, organizational memory, and permission rules so the
same problem does not recur by the old path.

People are not inefficient backups. In high-risk decisions and critical
processes, the people able to take over, judge, and correct are the
organization’s final fallback capability. When you want to pause and there
is no switch, return to humans and the role no longer exists, or review
impact and there is no usable record, the enterprise has increased
automation while dismantling its own brakes.

Test recovery before the process is under pressure. Choose one plausible
failure and ask the team to trace it: which outputs can be stopped, who
takes the next customer or employee decision, where the affected
population can be found, and who decides when the flow may resume. If
the team cannot answer in a calm room, it will not answer well in a live
incident. A rollback plan is credible only when the handoff back to human
judgment is operationally possible.

A Weekly, Monthly, and Quarterly Rhythm

Give the flow an operating rhythm: review the anomaly queue every week;
ask monthly whether rules, permissions, or the process itself have
changed; and review quarterly whether the flow should be upgraded,
replicated, or paused. Governance is not a meeting. It is bringing
permission boundaries, anomaly signals, record quality, and rollback
readiness back to the table regularly.

The monthly review is a change test, not a status update. Ask whether the
Al touchpoint now receives a new kind of data, reaches a new decision,
serves a different population, or relies on a rule that has changed since the
original approval. If the answer is yes, reopen the relevant permission,
review standard, and recovery plan before treating the altered flow as
routine. This keeps governance tied to operating change rather than to the
calendar.
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Record the result of that change test in the same ledger: no material
change, change accepted with an updated boundary, or change held until a
new decision is made. The point is not to create a second reporting
system. It is to preserve the reason a flow remains authorized as work,
data, and risk conditions evolve. The regular rhythm turns every exception
into a governed decision rather than an email trail. At the quarterly review,
leaders can then see a pattern rather than a stack of isolated exceptions:
which flows are becoming stable, which are accumulating unresolved
returns, and which should be paused before scale turns a local weakness
into a wider one.

For each critical Al flow, keep one small governance ledger: process name,
Al touchpoint, accessible data, high-risk outputs, the named person
authorized to release the output, record location, and rollback action. The
ledger is not paperwork for its own sake. It aligns responsibility, the system,
and the review mechanism around the same flow.

The CEO sets the enterprise objective and resolves enterprise-wide or
irreversible trade-offs. The CIO ensures that permissions and records can
be made real in the system. The CHRO ensures that roles, incentives, and
the retrospective mechanism do not turn into hidden surveillance or blame
shifting. The process owner remains accountable for the operating result
within the workflow’s stated boundary. These roles should examine the
same responsibility chain, not maintain unrelated governance materials.

Start with a real flow that is already running. Ask five questions: Who
issued this instruction? What did Al touch? What did Al produce? Who
moved the output to the next step? Who is accountable when something
goes wrong? If any answer is blank, do not buy another tool or launch
another training session. Repair that gap first.

Al has not entered an organization because it can run automatically. It has
entered because, once it runs, the organization knows who authorizes,
who releases, who reviews, who repairs, and who is accountable for the
outcome.
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The Tuesday Rule

On an ordinary Tuesday, a manager should not need to convene a steering
committee to answer a routine exception. The team should be able to find
the four permissions, retrieve the operational record, identify the review
owner, and choose one of the three dispositions: close within the approved
boundary, correct and continue, or pause and escalate. The process owner
should know which result needs a human decision today; the person
authorized to release the output should know the boundary of that
authority; and the person receiving the escalation should know when the
flow may resume.

That is a small operating rule, not a theoretical definition of governance.
Test it with a live but bounded event: an output sent to the wrong channel,
a recommendation outside its stated condition, or a record that cannot be
reconstructed. Follow the route from detection to disposition, recovery, and
the change that reaches the next cycle. If the team cannot do that, the
process is not governed; it is merely documented.
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Part IV — Decide What the
Organization Does with the
Capacity Al Releases

The visible result of Al is usually speed. A draft appears sooner. A search
takes less effort. A customer-service representative begins a reply with
context already assembled. A manager who once spent half a day
consolidating updates can see a first version in minutes.

That visibility invites a premature conclusion: if the work is faster, the
organization needs fewer people. But speed is not yet capacity, and
capacity is not yet a staffing decision. Between those statements lies the
work that determines whether an organization becomes stronger or merely
thinner.

Al changes the economics of execution. It can reduce the effort required to
produce a first answer, complete a routine check, organize information, or
prepare a standard response. It does not, by itself, decide what the freed
effort should buy. It does not preserve the judgment that made the old work
safe. It does not tell employees why they should contribute the exceptions,
workarounds, and customer knowledge that make a workflow real. And it
cannot choose which trade-offs the organization is prepared to live with.

Those are management decisions. This part takes them in order. First, do
not confuse a released task with a layoff plan. Then give the released
capacity a destination and a test. Build the trust that makes people willing
to supply the judgment the system cannot invent. Finally, make clear which
decisions belong to the CEO, even when the work of carrying them out
belongs elsewhere.
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Chapter 10 — Capacity Is Not a Layoff Plan

If the first question after a successful Al pilot is “How many people
can we cut?”, the organization is already solving the wrong problem.

Al may have made one part of the work cheaper. That alone does not show
that the role has disappeared, that its judgment no longer matters, or that
the organization can operate with fewer people.

Costs matter. A company under pressure cannot pretend that released
capacity has no financial consequence. But the staffing consequence
comes after the operating result is stable enough to carry it: the workflow is
known, the result is clear, accountability is visible, the relevant judgment
has a home, and leadership has chosen what the released capacity is
meant to buy.

An Al-enabled workflow releases capacity in several different ways. It may
reduce routine effort. It may shorten the time that work waits between
functions. It may make useful knowledge available to someone who would
previously have needed a veteran colleague. It may give managers back
attention that was consumed by low-value coordination. None of these
things is the same as a permanent reduction in the work an organization
must be able to do.

Arole is not a container of hours. It is a bundle of tasks, judgment,
relationships, exception handling, review, and accountability. Al may take
over a portion of that bundle while leaving its most consequential parts
intact. A person whose first drafts are faster may now be able to improve
quality, handle the exceptions that used to accumulate, teach a newer
colleague, or make judgment visible in organizational memory. Removing
the role before those responsibilities have been understood can reduce a
line item while making the process less reliable.
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Capacity is credible only when the organization can show where the saved
effort went during a normal operating period. If it disappeared into rework,
informal checking, manager intervention, or a new queue of exceptions,
the apparent gain has not yet become usable capacity. It is an unfinished
redesign.

The relevant unit of analysis is therefore not the headcount number. It is
the flow of work. What action has become cheaper? What still requires
human judgment? Who notices when the output is wrong? What
knowledge has been captured rather than simply borrowed from
experienced people? And does the flow now produce a more dependable
result for a customer, a partner, or the next team in line?

Until those questions have answers, a layoff target is not a conclusion. It is
an assumption disguised as a plan.

The Four Gates Before an Irreversible Staffing Decision

An organization does not need a perfect model before it makes a staffing
decision. It does need enough evidence to distinguish a stable change in
operating capacity from a temporary burst of individual productivity. Four
gates provide that discipline. All four must be passed before an irreversible
staffing move; passing one or two does not create a partial permission to
subtract people.

Gate 1: Stable work and result. The task must be reliably handled in the
real workflow, and the result it is meant to improve must remain stable. A
demonstration is useful for learning whether a system can perform an
action. It does not show that the action can be performed consistently
when volumes rise, inputs vary, a key person is away, or an exception
appears at the wrong moment. The test is mundane: can the team use the
new flow on an ordinary Tuesday without inventing a workaround every
time it matters? Can it point to a meaningful outcome—a more dependable
delivery, less rework, fewer avoidable handoffs, a shorter customer wait, a
more consistent decision, or a faster path for a new employee to become
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useful? The right outcome will differ by process. The requirement does not:
it must be visible in the work, not inferred from the fact that people used a
tool.

Gate 2: An explicit accountability chain. A user or operator may initiate
the work, but a review owner must handle consequential output where
review is required, an exception authority must resolve a conflict of
boundaries, a process owner must run the workflow and carry its bounded
result, and an accountable executive must resolve consequences and
trade-offs beyond that boundary. The knowledge maintainer must keep the
rules, examples, and error patterns on which the workflow depends
current. When these responsibilities are unnamed, efficiency can hide a
transfer of risk. Work has moved to the system, but the consequence has
merely drifted to whichever employee happens to be present when
something breaks.

Gate 3: Retained judgment and organizational memory. Many
workflows look simple only because experienced people carry the difficult
parts silently. They know which request sounds standard but is not, which
data source is usually incomplete, which customer requires a different
response, and when an apparently sensible output should be stopped. If
those judgments remain personal rather than being tested and made
available through organizational memory, an organization has not
automated a capability. It has borrowed it at lower cost for a while.

Gate 4: A deliberate destination for released capacity. Capacity is not a
staffing decision until leaders decide what it is for. The accountable
executive and CEO must name one primary destination for the released
capacity—Ilower cost, more output, better quality, or redesign—and make
any secondary effects explicit. If the answer is only “fewer people,” the
organization has skipped the operating choice that gives the staffing move
its business rationale.
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These conditions are deliberately demanding because a headcount
decision is difficult to reverse. Once a company has removed experienced
people, it may discover that it also removed the people who handled
exceptions, trained successors, repaired broken process rules, or
maintained customer trust. The organization then learns an expensive
lesson: it did not eliminate the work. It eliminated its ability to see the work.

Trace the Work Before Pricing the Role

The cleanest way to avoid this mistake is to open the role into its
component work before discussing its cost. Take a role that appears to
have been made more efficient and follow a typical piece of work from
beginning to end. Do not begin with the job description. Begin with the
outcome the role is expected to protect.

What information must the person find? What preparation can be
standardized? What judgment changes the result? Which collaboration is
required to move the work forward? Which exception cannot safely be
handed to a generic rule? Who reviews the output before it reaches a
customer, a partner, or another decision-maker? And when something
goes wrong, who repairs the workflow rather than merely fixing the
individual item?

The questions reveal why a role can be smaller than a job and
accountability larger than a task. Al often enters first at the visible,
repeatable fragments: information search, first-draft preparation, routine
classification, standard checking, or the assembly of a familiar report. The
savings may be real. But the rest of the role can include decisions whose
value is not visible in the task count: deciding which request deserves
escalation, recognizing a customer problem before it becomes a complaint,
negotiating an exception, teaching a new colleague, or turning an error into
a rule that others can use.

That distinction changes the management conversation. Instead of saying,
“This person now has less work,” ask, “Which work has become cheaper,
which work has become more important, and which work must now be
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made visible because it was previously carried by experience?” The
answer may reveal a redesigned role with less production and more
judgment, review, customer work, or knowledge maintenance. It may
reveal that several roles need to share a new accountability boundary. It
may reveal that a task has truly disappeared. These are different
outcomes, and they should not be forced into the same headcount
decision.

Consider a common pattern. A team uses Al to prepare a first response to
routine requests. The obvious measure is the time required to produce the
response. But the result for the customer depends on other work: deciding
whether the request fits the standard path, identifying an exception,
checking that a promised action can be delivered, and recognizing when a
quick response will create a larger failure later. If the organization
measures only drafting time, it will price the role as if those judgments did
not exist. If it traces the work, it can decide which judgments must remain
with the person closest to the consequence and which can be captured in
the workflow.

This is not an argument for preserving every existing role. It is an argument
against making a permanent staffing decision from an incomplete map of
the work. A role redesign earns the right to discuss headcount only after
the organization can show what has been taken over, what has moved,
what remains human, and what result the redesigned work will protect.

The same discipline applies to managers. Al can reduce the effort of
consolidating updates, preparing materials, and monitoring routine signals.
That does not make management unnecessary. It can create room for the
work managers often defer: clarifying outcomes, resolving cross-functional
conflict, coaching judgment, identifying weak handoffs, and deciding where
capacity should go. If leaders use every management gain to demand
more reporting, they have used Al to strengthen administration rather than
management.
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Start With Moves That Preserve Options

The first response to released capacity should usually preserve options. A
hiring pause, natural attrition, redeployment, retraining, role redesign, and
a reduction in outsourced routine work can all create financial room while
the organization learns what the new workflow can actually carry. These
moves are neither sentimental nor evasive. They are a way to avoid
mistaking an early signal for a permanent redesign.

They also force a better question: whom do we no longer need to add, and
where should we put the people whose routine work has become cheaper?
In many organizations, the initial gain from Al is not a smaller workforce. It
is the ability to stop adding capacity to repetitive work and put future hiring
into the places where demand, judgment, relationships, or exception
handling still constrain the business.

That shift is more substantial than it sounds. It changes the conversation
from subtraction to design. Instead of asking which names can leave, an
accountable executive can ask where a customer journey still fails, where
quality varies, where handoffs create waiting, and where experienced
people spend their day rescuing avoidable problems. The answer may still
include cost reduction. But it will be a consequence of a clearer operating
choice, not a reflex triggered by a time-saving claim.

The False Economy of Hidden Overtime

One common failure is to call a process more efficient because each
person now completes more work, while leaving the process itself
unchanged. The saved time immediately fills with another queue, another
report, another approval, or another customer case. Employees are busier.
Managers receive better-looking activity reports. Yet customer outcomes,
error rates, and rework do not improve.

This is not capacity allocation. It is hidden overtime with better software.
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The pattern creates its own evidence problem. If employees believe that
every minute saved will be converted into a larger workload or a smaller
team, they have reason to keep their best shortcuts private. They will
comply with the visible process while withholding the judgment that
exposes its weaknesses. The organization receives enough cooperation to
keep the project moving and not enough to make the workflow
dependabile.

The antidote is not a promise that no role will ever change. That promise
would be both implausible and unnecessary. The antidote is the four-gate
sequence: establish stable work and result, make the accountability chain
explicit, retain judgment in organizational memory, and decide deliberately
what released capacity is for. Only then should leaders make any
irreversible move. People can live with change more readily than with a
process that treats their experience as disposable inventory.
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A Capacity Conversation That Belongs in the Operating
Meeting

Before any workforce discussion, bring a single Al-enabled workflow to the
operating meeting and test the four gates through six questions.

1. What action has Al reliably taken over, and what action
does it only assist?

2. What human judgment remains essential to the result?

3. Who is the review owner, exception authority, process
owner, accountable executive, and knowledge maintainer
for this workflow?

4. Which rules, exceptions, and lessons are now available
beyond the people who originally held them?

5. Which result is demonstrably more stable than before?

6. What is the intended destination of the released capacity:
lower cost, more output, better quality, or a redesign of the
work itself?

The chief human resources officer (CHRO) has an important role in this
conversation, but it is not an HR-only meeting. The CIO can test whether
the system and its data are stable. The accountable executive can test
whether the result has changed in the business. The CHRO can test
whether roles, capability, and trust can sustain the change. The CEO
decides what the capacity is meant to buy.

That is the standard worth holding: Al is not a layoff button. It is a test of
whether the organization can reallocate capacity without breaking the
judgment, accountability, and trust on which its results depend.
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Chapter 11 — Put the Freed Capacity
Somewhere

Once an organization has established that a workflow is genuinely
releasing capacity, a second temptation appears: to declare victory before
deciding where the gain will go. The team reports that work is faster.
Leadership repeats the claim. Months later, the business cannot point to
more output, more consistent service, lower cost, or a different operating
model. The time disappeared into the day.

Freed capacity is an unmade decision. Individual efficiency is not
automatically organizational capacity. An employee who prepares a
document in an hour rather than half a day may be able to serve more
customers, reduce rework, respond faster, improve onboarding, capture
judgment for others, or simply absorb a larger pile of urgent requests.
These are not equivalent outcomes. Unless someone chooses among
them, the organization has not converted an efficiency gain into a business
result.

Capacity must be made visible before it can be allocated. The practical
discipline is modest: choose one real flow, name the accountable
executive, identify the released action, choose a primary destination, and
set a period in which the decision will be tested. The work becomes hard
only when leaders avoid making the choice.

Make the Gain Observable

Begin with the flow rather than an enterprise-wide claim. A large
transformation program creates too many moving parts to show where
capacity actually changed. One bounded process is more useful: preparing
a proposal, resolving a common service request, reviewing a standard
document, consolidating operational information, or checking a recurring
exception.

Ask four questions of that flow.
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What work now takes less effort, and whose time has changed? It matters
whether the gain belongs to a new employee, an experienced specialist, a
manager, or several functions together. A reduction in information search
has different implications from a reduction in review effort or customer
waiting.

Where does work wait less? Look past the visible task. The constraint may
sit in approval, cross-functional confirmation, rework, scheduling, or a
customer response. If Al speeds one node while the next node remains
slow, the organization has moved the queue rather than released capacity.

Is the output more dependable? Faster work that produces more
corrections, customer confusion, or escalation is not capacity. It is work
shifted downstream. A useful measure should be able to reveal whether
variation, rework, avoidable errors, or waiting has actually changed.

What judgment has become reusable? If experienced employees are still
quietly correcting the work, the business may be receiving better output
without acquiring any more organizational capability. Capture the judgment
criteria, examples, error patterns, and exceptions that make the process
safe. Otherwise the apparent gain belongs to individuals, not to the
organization.

The answers do not need to be elaborate. A team can begin with one page
that puts inputs and outcomes side by side. On the input side: people,
labor time, cost, and management attention. On the outcome side:
completed work, quality, reliability, customer wait, rework, and retained
knowledge. The point is not to create a new reporting ritual. It is to stop
discussing efficiency as a mood.
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Four Destinations, One Primary Choice

CHAPTER 11 - CAPACITY ALLOCATION

Choose one primary destination. Make the trade-off
visible.

Triggers can overlap. Assess all four, choose one primary destination for this review window, and
revisit it as evidence changes.

PRIMARY
OPERATING TRIGGER DESTINATION GUARDRAIL
5 Repair the process before
o Results are not stable Quality reallocating
a Real demand is waiting Output Do not cut capacity the market
needs
B Material cost pressure Iovrer ot Retain the judgment needed for
exists exceptions
n The task structure has Redesian Training alone will not repair the
changed 9 workflow

One released hour cannot be spent four ways. Name the primary destination, any enabling

redesign, the accountable executive, and the review date.

Figure 4. Freed capacity becomes an operating decision when an accountable executive
chooses one primary destination for a review window, names any enabling redesign, and
revisits the choice with evidence.

There are four legitimate destinations for capacity released by Al. A
disciplined organization chooses one as the primary objective for a given
flow, even though the others may improve over time.

Lower cost is appropriate when demand is stable, the process is
sufficiently standardized, results are dependable, and the organization has
retained the judgment required to run the work safely. It may appear as
less outsourced work, slower hiring, a smaller recurring service cost, or a
reduction in low-value effort. The critical point is that cost reduction follows
a demonstrated operating change. It is not evidence of the change by
itself.
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More output is appropriate when real demand exists and the organization
has been constrained by its ability to serve. More proposals, more
customer cases resolved, more projects delivered, or more opportunities
assessed can be the best use of capacity when the business has work it
could not previously carry. In this circumstance, cutting people may destroy
the very opportunity the technology created.

Better quality is appropriate when the organization does not lack volume
so much as stability. The workflow may be producing too much rework, too
many avoidable errors, inconsistent service, slow onboarding, or weak
follow-through. Use the capacity first for review, training, exception
handling, process repair, and organizational memory. Quality is not a
consolation prize for organizations that cannot grow. In many businesses, it
is the only durable route to growth.

Reorganization is appropriate when Al changes the structure of work
rather than merely its speed. Tasks have moved, but the old roles,
approvals, review points, and knowledge responsibilities remain. The
organization must then redraw the workflow around the result.
Reorganization in this sense is not a new reporting line or a fashionable
chart. It is a reassignment of tasks, judgment, review, knowledge
maintenance, and responsibility for outcomes.

The paths are distinct because they produce different management
behavior. A leader seeking lower cost will standardize and remove waste. A
leader seeking output will direct capacity toward demand. A leader seeking
quality will protect time for checking and learning. A leader redesigning the
work will change roles and interfaces. Trying to pursue all four at once
usually means no one can tell which trade-off should win when the choices
conflict.

Follow Capacity Through the Workflow

Capacity becomes visible only when it is followed past the point at which Al
first touches the work. A fast first draft may shorten the effort at one desk
and create a larger review queue at the next. A better search may reduce
research time but leave approval waiting untouched. A system that
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classifies routine requests may enable a team to handle more volume, but
only if the exception path, customer communication, and final acceptance
can keep pace.

This is why a capacity map should show at least four things: the node at
which effort fell, the node at which waiting fell or increased, the person who
still makes a consequential judgment, and the outcome that proves the
whole flow improved. The map need not be complicated. It can be a line
from request to result with the old and new work marked at the points
where people actually experience them.

Suppose Al now prepares the information needed for a service
representative to respond. The local gain is clear: less time assembling
context. The organizational question is less obvious. Does the
representative now resolve a case on the first contact, or merely send a
faster reply that produces another call? Does the supervisor receive fewer
escalations, or more because automated replies create new confusion?
Does the team have time to identify recurring failures and update the
process, or does every saved minute become another queue? The right
destination for capacity depends on these answers.

The same method applies to a knowledge-intensive process. A system
may prepare a standard analysis quickly. If an experienced employee still
spends the same amount of time checking assumptions, identifying
missing context, and explaining the conclusion to a decision-maker, the
gain may be smaller than the first draft suggests. That is not a failure. It
may be an opportunity to use the released preparation time for better
judgment, more scenarios, or a more reliable review. But it should be
named honestly.

Following capacity through the workflow also protects against a familiar
form of self-deception: counting the same gain twice. A leader may claim
time savings in preparation, lower cost in staffing, and higher output in
delivery without showing that the process has enough capacity to realize
all three. One released hour cannot simultaneously be removed,
reinvested, and treated as a larger workload unless the organization has
deliberately changed the structure around it.
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The capacity map makes those choices visible. It reveals whether a gain is
sitting unused, being absorbed by a downstream constraint, being turned
into a better result, or being silently converted into a larger burden on
employees. That visibility is the prerequisite for an honest allocation
decision.

Choose in the Right Order

The ordering matters more than the slogan. First ask whether the results
are stable. If they are not, direct capacity toward quality. Faster unreliable
work is a liability.

Then ask whether there is real demand. If customers are waiting, sales

capacity is constrained, or delivery opportunities are being turned away,
more output may be the most valuable destination. The business should
not sacrifice demand merely to show an early labor saving.

Next ask whether cost pressure threatens the organization’s ability to
operate. If it does, cost reduction can be the primary choice—but only after
the accountability chain and organizational memory can carry the work.

Finally, ask whether the underlying task structure has changed. If Al has
altered who decides, who reviews, what knowledge must be maintained, or
how exceptions move through the process, redesign the work. Training
alone will not fix a workflow that no longer fits its own responsibilities.

This sequence is not a universal formula. It is a way to keep leaders from
making the most common allocation errors: increasing output while quality
is unstable, cutting people while demand is growing, reorganizing when a
tool merely speeds a routine action, or offering training after the role has
already changed beneath the employee.

Performance Should Show the Result, Not the Spectacle

Allocation decisions fail when performance systems reward the wrong
evidence. It is easy to count use: logins, prompts, automatically processed
tasks, or time spent in a tool. Such measures can be useful for
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understanding adoption. They cannot establish that the organization is
better at its work.

When the scorecard rewards activity alone, people learn to create visible
activity. They produce more drafts, invoke more tools, and complete more
steps. They may also keep the real judgment private because the system
gives them no reason to share it. A process becomes busier without
becoming more capable.

Replace process spectacle with outcome measures that fit the flow. A
service workflow might track customer wait, repeat contact, rework, and
resolution quality. A delivery workflow might track on-time completion,
variation, and rescue interventions. A knowledge-intensive workflow might
track whether a new employee can reuse a method, whether error patterns
are recorded, and whether the next team can operate without relying on
one expert.

The question is not whether every result can be reduced to a single metric.
It cannot. The question is whether the measures direct people toward a
better organizational outcome rather than a more impressive Al-usage
report.

Two distinctions are especially useful. The first is between volume and
quality. More work completed is not a gain if corrections, complaints, and
downstream rescue rise with it. The second is between individual speed
and organizational reuse. A person who works faster has created a local
advantage. A person whose judgment criteria, templates, and error lessons
can be used by others has increased organizational capability.

This is why performance systems send a signal about trust. If they reward
individual output alone, knowledgeable employees will treat their methods
as private advantage. If they recognize process repair, risk discovery,
knowledge contribution, and reuse, people have a reason to make their
judgment available to the organization.
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Turn a Capacity Choice Into a Business Experiment

An allocation choice should be treated as a bounded business experiment,
not as an aspiration written into a strategy deck. The leader who owns the
flow should state a proposition in plain language: if the organization directs
the released capacity toward this outcome, what should change, by when,
and what would show that the choice was wrong?

For a lower-cost choice, the proposition might be that a stable, verifiable
portion of work can be handled with less recurring effort while the
organization maintains the same service and retains the judgment needed
for exceptions. For an output choice, it might be that a team can take on
additional demand without increasing customer wait, rework, or manager
overload. For a quality choice, it might be that the team can use released
effort to reduce a known form of variation and record the judgment that
prevents its return. For a redesign choice, it might be that responsibilities
can be reassigned so that a new workflow has a named process owner, a
credible review point, and a maintained knowledge base.

The experiment should have a counter-signal as well as a hoped-for result.
What would make leaders stop? Arise in repeat work, a decline in quality,
a return to private workarounds, a growing dependency on one expert, or a
review queue that consumes the apparent gain are all signs that the
allocation has not yet worked. The purpose is not to punish a pilot for
exposing a weakness. It is to learn before the organization makes the
weakness permanent.

This approach is particularly important when senior leaders feel pressure
to demonstrate financial benefit quickly. The pressure is real. But a
premature accounting claim often creates the wrong behavior: teams rush
to label time as saved, managers protect their targets, and employees
carry the hidden work required to keep the outcome acceptable. A
verification window gives leaders a better form of urgency. It asks for a
clear choice, a named result, and a date on which the claim must face the
operating evidence.
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It also makes room for an important conclusion: sometimes the capacity
has not yet been released. The organization may have gained a useful
assistant, a faster preliminary step, or a better source of information
without changing the flow enough to create a reallocation opportunity.
Saying so is not a failure of ambition. It is the beginning of honest
management.

Give the Allocation a Verification Window

The allocation decision should have an end date. Not a bureaucratic
review cycle, but a real point at which leaders will ask whether the chosen
destination produced the intended result. A month may be enough for a
tightly bounded process; a longer interval may be needed where outcomes
take time to appear. What matters is that the period, outcome, and
accountable executive are named before the work begins.

At the end of the window, ask four questions. Was capacity truly released,
or did work merely move elsewhere? Did the chosen outcome improve?
What judgment or knowledge became reusable? And should the
organization continue, change direction, or stop?

If results have not stabilized, return to process repair. If results are stable
and demand is constrained, direct the capacity toward output. If quality
remains weak, protect the time required to improve it. If the task structure
has changed, redesign the roles and workflows around the new reality. The
point is not to reach a once-and-for-all answer. It is to prevent an
unexamined assumption from becoming a permanent operating model.

One completed page can do this work. Name the flow. Name the released
action. Name the human judgment that remains. Name the outcome that
matters. Name the primary destination for the capacity. Name the
accountable executive and the date of review.

Capacity allocation requires urgency, but it depends even more on rhythm.
Without a repeated moment of choice, Al makes the organization faster at
doing whatever it was already doing.
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Chapter 12 — Trust Is a Production Condition

Al cannot learn the reality of an organization from policy documents alone.
The written process is often the cleanest version of the work: the approved
steps, the official handoffs, the fields that appear in the system. The actual
process contains more. It contains the exception a veteran notices from a
phrase in a customer email, the source nobody trusts without a second
check, the sequence that prevents an approval from stalling, and the
warning sign that tells a manager not to take an apparently attractive
opportunity.

That business context lives in people’s judgment, conversations, and

accumulated experience. If employees do not contribute it, an Al-enabled
workflow can become articulate without becoming useful. It will follow the
paper organization while the real organization continues to work around it.

Trust is not a soft supplement to Al transformation. It is a production
condition: a firm cannot ask employees to teach the system how the real
work gets done while refusing to explain what happens to them afterward.
The organization needs people to reveal the real process, explain the
exceptions, expose failures, and correct outputs that look plausible but are
wrong. Those are choices. People make them only when the organization
gives them a credible reason to believe that contribution will not be used
against them.
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What Trust Looks Like in Operating Work

CHAPTER 12 - TRUST AS A PRODUCTION CONDITION

Trust grows when contribution changes the work—and
the returnis visible.

One real workflow, closed through contribution, use, feedback, and repair.

01 02
SHARE THE REAL WORK - | CAPTURE + ATTRIBUTE
) ) CAPTURE )
Workarounds - exception logic - » | Record who contributed what; preserve
corrections - pilot failures Lversion history

ORGANIZATIONAL
MEMORY

CONTRIBUTE AGAIN What the loop leaves behind USE
04 03
MAKE THE RETURN VISIBLE CHANGE THE WORKFLOW

Show reuse - recognize repair and risk
discovery - explain role-change
principles before work changes

Update rules - examples - review

SHow conditions - escalation paths

If reuse and return remain invisible, people offer the safe version of the work.

Figure 5. Trust operates as a feedback loop: people reveal the real work; the firm
captures and attributes it, uses it to repair the workflow, and makes reuse, recognition,
and role-change principles visible before asking for the next contribution.

Trust is not an abstract feeling or a survey score. In an Al-enabled
workflow, it is visible in behavior. Do people explain the workarounds that
are missing from the standard process? Do they point to problems rather
than reporting that everything is fine? Do they offer the judgment logic
behind a decision instead of supplying a safe template? Do they join a real
pilot and correct the output when it fails? Do they believe that changes to
roles and responsibilities will be explained before they are imposed?

These are demanding signals because they require employees to take a
risk. A polished process description is safe. Acknowledging that a
colleague quietly patches a failure every week is not. A generic template is
safe. Explaining the judgment that makes an experienced person valuable
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is not. An organization that receives only safe answers may still be able to
hold an impressive demonstration. It will not have enough reality to build
dependable organizational memory.

The crucial distinction is between participation and contribution.
Participation means attending the workshop, using the tool, or accepting a
new process description. Contribution means giving the organization the
knowledge that changes how the process actually works. The latter cannot

be commanded into existence.

How Organizations Burn the Trust They Need

Trust usually erodes through ordinary management moves rather than a
single dramatic event. The first is extracting know-how without explaining
its use. Leaders see a valuable source for a knowledge base or Al
workflow. Employees see unanswered questions: Who will have access?
What decision will this material influence? Will it become a basis for
changing my role? If the organization leaves those questions open, people
will supply their own answers, usually the most defensive ones.

The second is asking Al to participate in judgment while leaving the rules
unclear. A system recommends, scores, or drafts. The employee does not
know whether to consult it or obey it. If the system is wrong, no one has
said who carries the consequence. If the employee disagrees, no one has
said whether dissent is valued as risk discovery or punished as resistance.
The result is the weakest form of human in the loop: a person clicking
confirmation on a decision nobody has truly owned.

The third is changing permissions, role requirements, or workflows before
people understand the change. The problem is not that an organization
must never alter work. It is that people are treated as objects awaiting a
decision made elsewhere. When someone learns after the fact that a
responsibility has disappeared, a process has been changed, or a system
now uses their experience in a new way, the organization has
communicated something powerful: your knowledge is useful, but your
participation is optional.
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These failures reinforce one another. An employee who expects silent
extraction will give a formal answer. An employee who does not know who
owns an Al-assisted decision will avoid identifying risk. A team that expects
change without warning will preserve private workarounds rather than turn
them into organizational memory. Management may interpret the resulting
silence as smooth adoption. It is often the opposite: the organization has
lost access to the information needed to make Al work.

Trust Is Tested in the First Real Workflow

The first real workflow is where an organization discovers whether its
stated commitments can survive operating pressure. A pilot can be
designed around a tidy use case, enthusiastic volunteers, and closely
supervised inputs. Once the workflow enters ordinary work, the harder
questions appear. Who is willing to say that the system is wrong? Who will
explain the exception that makes the standard path unsafe? Who has time
to correct the output? Who decides whether the process should be
stopped, changed, or expanded? And what happens to the people whose
work has made the system more capable?

The answers shape the quality of the system. A team that reports only
successes gives leaders a comforting picture and deprives the
organization of the error patterns that should become part of organizational
memory. A team that is afraid to reveal an exception trains the workflow on
the least consequential version of the work. A team that believes every
contribution makes its members more replaceable will give the project the
surface knowledge required to finish a presentation, not the judgment
required to run a business.

Leaders should therefore protect the learning period explicitly. Early errors
should be treated as inputs to process repair, not as proof that a person
failed to embrace Al. Review should ask what the system produced, what
the person changed, why the judgment differed, and whether the lesson
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has changed the next iteration. When the same error appears again, the
question is not merely who missed it. It is why the organization did not
update the rule, example, or escalation path.

This does not require lowering standards. It requires separating learning
from concealment. A person who identifies a weakness may have made
the workflow safer for everyone. A manager who makes that contribution
costly teaches the organization to hide the next weakness. Over time, the
cost appears as rework, customer failures, brittle systems, and a persistent
reliance on the few people who know what is really happening.

Trust is therefore built through decisions, not reassurance. Explain the
purpose of the pilot. Name the human decision rights. Protect honest error
reporting. Show how contributions change the system and how the people
who made them are recognized. Then decide, at the end of the period,
whether the workflow is ready to expand. This is how an organization earns
enough reality to institutionalize a capability.

Turn the Project Bargain Into Firm-Level Practice

The project-level contribution bargain belongs in Chapter 7: purpose,
boundary, attribution, return, and correction make one Al-enabled workflow
legible to the people whose judgment it uses. Trust at the firm level asks a
different question: do incentives, performance signals, and role-change
practices make that bargain credible across many workflows?

The answer is not to promise employees that Al will never change their
work. Serious organizations cannot make that promise. It is to make
valuable contribution visible in performance and talent decisions, recognize
process repair and risk discovery alongside routine output, and explain the
principles and paths of role change before they are imposed. A contribution
record, participation in process redesign, access to the new work being
created, a clearer path for role transition, and protection for people who
report a weakness can all provide a return. The form should fit the
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organization. The principle should not: do not ask people to give up the
knowledge that makes them valuable while offering nothing but a larger
workload or a more precarious future.

Put Trust Into the Operating Model

The CEO sets the intent. People need to know whether the organization is
using Al to carry more business, improve quality, reduce cost, redesign
work, or pursue some combination in a stated order. A generic call for
efficiency is not enough. It leaves employees to assume that the unspoken
goal is replacement.

The CHRO turns that intent into operating practice. This is not chiefly a
training program or a campaign urging employees to embrace Al. It is a set
of working mechanisms: a way to record contributions, a way to recognize
process repair and risk discovery, a way for HR business partners to
surface frontline concerns, and a way to connect role changes to clear
communication and performance decisions.

The CIO makes the technical and workflow conditions legible: what
information enters the system, where outputs are used, who has access,
how errors are handled, and where a human decision remains required.
The accountable executive must then test whether people are supplying
the real process or merely the approved version of it.

No function can substitute for the others. HR cannot repair a system that
nobody trusts to carry a consequential decision. Technology cannot create
a credible return for employees who contribute their judgment. And a CEO
cannot delegate the core message that the organization will treat
contribution as a source of capability rather than a prelude to disposal.

A Practical Trust Test

Take one Al project closest to frontline work and ask seven questions.
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1. Are people describing real workarounds, blockages, and
exceptions outside the documented flow?

2. Do they raise problems that make the project less
comfortable but more accurate?

3. Do they explain why they judge a situation a certain way,
rather than merely listing actions?

4. Can they say where an Al output is unreliable without
being treated as obstructive?

5. Does the organization record who contributed what to the
process or its organizational memory?

6. Do those contributions affect recognition, performance,
development, or participation in redesign?

7. Are the principles and paths of role change explained
before the work changes?

If the answers are vague, do not solve the problem with better internal
messaging. Find the broken exchange. The project may be collecting
information without making its use clear; rewarding speed without
recognizing repair; changing work without giving people a credible role in
the change; or asking for risk feedback without naming who will carry the
consequence.

Trust becomes real when employees can see the return for contributing the
part of the work that no model can infer on its own. Without that return, Al
may make individual outputs look polished. It will not make the
organization capable of learning from itself.
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Chapter 13 — The CEO’s Nondelegable
Decisions

A CEO can approve every Al tool in the portfolio and still avoid the
decisions that change the firm.

The pattern is familiar: the tool without the workflow change, the efficiency
without the capacity decision, and the automation without the
accountability. Systems are purchased, training is completed, accounts are
assigned, demonstrations are held, and a roadmap is published. None of
that answers the question that gives the activity direction: what must this
organization become because Al is entering its work?

Al activity can be delegated, but the decisions that give it organizational
meaning cannot.

Those decisions belong to the CEO. Not because the CEO must choose
every tool, approve every workflow, or attend every design session. Those
are delegable actions. The CEO must make the few choices that set the
objective, test whether local gains have become operating capability, and
resolve enterprise-wide or irreversible trade-offs.

Three decisions cannot be outsourced.

The Organizational Objective

The first decision is the objective. “Become Al-native” is not an objective.
Neither is “improve efficiency.” A useful objective describes a stronger way
of delivering results. Does the organization need to serve more demand,
make a critical process more reliable, reduce a structural cost, shorten a
persistent wait, or redesign how a function combines people, Al, and
organizational memory?
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The answer shapes everything below it. It determines which workflows
matter, which outcomes should be measured, what knowledge must be
retained, which roles will change, and which risks are worth taking. If the
CEO does not state the objective, each function makes a local substitute.
The CIO may optimize for a system launch. The CHRO may optimize for
training completion. An accountable executive may optimize for a
successful pilot. All may perform well against their own measures while the
organization has not changed how it delivers a result.

The CEO should write the first version of the answer personally. It can be
one page. It should name the result the organization must improve, the
operating change required to achieve it, and the capability that cannot be
sacrificed in the process.

Operational Adoption

The second decision is whether an individual gain has become an
organizational capability. A fast employee is not yet a redesigned
organization. A successful demonstration is not yet a dependable workflow.
A system that works in one team is not yet part of the organizational
operating system (Org OS).

The CEO must insist on the transition from local success to operating
adoption. Can another person run the work? Can a new employee reuse
the judgment? Does the workflow retain its result when volumes vary or an
exception appears? Is there a process owner, a review owner where
review is required, and someone responsible for maintaining the
knowledge that the workflow depends on? Has the business outcome
become more dependable, not merely more visible?

The process owner runs the work and carries its ordinary operating result.
The accountable executive supplies resources and resolves material
business trade-offs above the process boundary. The CIO provides the
system, data, and technical reliability required to make the workflow viable.
The CHRO redesigns the role, capability, performance, and transition
mechanisms that allow people to sustain the change. An Al transformation
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lead may coordinate the work across these interfaces. But the CEO must
decide whether the organization has crossed the line from individual use to
a repeatable capability. Without that decision right, activity is easily
mistaken for transformation.

Organizational Trade-Offs

The third decision is the trade-off. Every meaningful Al change asks the
organization to choose what it will optimize and what it refuses to sacrifice.
Lower cost may conflict with retained experience. Faster output may
conflict with review quality. A standardized workflow may conflict with the
judgment required for exceptions. A new capability may require time that is
not immediately visible in a financial report.

No subordinate can make these choices for the CEO because they are not
technical or administrative questions. They define the organization’s
tolerance for risk, its treatment of people, and the capabilities it intends to
retain. The CEO must decide how released capacity will be used, which
roles and processes must be redesigned, what conditions must precede an
irreversible workforce move, and what organizational capability the
business will protect even under cost pressure.

| worked with a manufacturing company whose executive office had a
small group of employees collecting information for management. They
opened public and government websites, found figures buried in articles
rather than clean data feeds, and transferred what mattered into internal
systems and spreadsheets. The work required care, but much of the day
was spent repeating the same collection steps.

We began by asking what they looked for: which sources mattered, which
signals deserved attention, and what made an apparently relevant item
useless. The conversation started with the judgment inside the routine, not
with a claim that Al alone could decide the workforce outcome. Their
answers exposed the judgment hidden inside the routine. Those rules and
examples became inputs to an Al information-collection system that we
helped build.
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The new system did not replace the human process in one jump. For a
period, the employees and the system worked in parallel. People corrected
weak results and supplied more of the context the system was missing.
Only after that handoff did the organization move the employees into work
centered more on analysis, forecasting, and judgment. Some later went
into finance; others into business analysis.

The sequence is straightforward: repetitive collection moved into a system,
employees contributed the rules that made the system workable, the old
and new methods overlapped, and the people were reassigned. Not every
firm can redeploy every person. That is not the claim. The case makes one
narrower point visible: Al changed the cost of collection; leadership still had
to decide what the released capacity should become.

That required an organizational choice about which capability to retain,
where the people could create more value, and what transition the
company was prepared to support. A productivity dashboard can show that
a task takes less time. It cannot choose between cost reduction, more
output, better analysis, stronger customer service, or a redesigned role.

For a material workforce choice, that trade-off must be explicitly owned at
the level where the firm can weigh cost, capability, trust, and growth
together. Leaving capacity without a destination is itself a decision—one
made by drift rather than by leadership.

That decision also includes the cost of waiting. Some organizations make a
visible decision about a tool and then defer the harder decisions about
capacity, accountability, and work design. The delay can feel cautious
because nothing dramatic has happened. But it leaves employees working
in an old structure while management waits for the new one to explain
itself. The CEO should ask both questions: what do we risk by acting, and
what do we lose by leaving this operating problem unresolved?
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CHAPTER 13 - DECISION RIGHTS AND OPERATING INTERFACES

The CEO makes three nondelegable decisions. Five
roles make them operational.

Authority moves down as a mandate; evidence and material trade-offs move up.

OBJECTIVE ADOPTION TEST TRADE-OFF

The result the firm must Evidence that the method BOUNDARY

improve. works beyond the original The cost the firm will accept -
team. the capability it will protect.

L 1 3

ACCOUNTABLE Resolves trade-offs beyond

EXECUTIVE the bounded workflow.

EVIDENCE + EXCEPTIONS 1
4 MANDATE + BOUNDARY
cio PROCESS OWNER CHRO
System - data - controls Carries the bounded result; Roles - capability -
- reliability escalates beyond its authority. performance - transition

CONNECTS INTERFACES - preserves each role's decision

Al TRANSFORMATION LEAD rights.

Figure 6. The CEO sets the objective, adoption test, and trade-off boundary. The process
owner carries the bounded workflow result; the accountable executive supplies
resources and resolves material business trade-offs beyond that boundary; the CIO and
CHRO supply technical and people conditions; and the Al transformation lead connects
the interfaces without replacing decision rights.

Keep the Decisions on a Real Operating Cadence

Nondelegable does not mean occasional. A CEO does not need a separate
Al summit for every workflow, but the three decisions should appear in the
normal rhythm of operating review. When a major process is proposed for
Al-enabled change, the first question is objective: which result matters
enough to redesign the work? When a pilot reports progress, the question
is adoption: what has become repeatable beyond the people who began it?
When capacity appears, the question is trade-off: where will it go, and what
capability must remain protected?
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This cadence prevents the organization from treating the CEO's
involvement as a ceremonial launch message followed by delegation. It
also gives subordinates a stable decision frame. The CIO knows that
technical readiness is not the final test. The CHRO knows that capability
and trust mechanisms must serve a stated business outcome. The
accountable executive knows that a successful local workflow must
eventually show its result and its reusable knowledge. Each role can act
with more autonomy because the CEO has made the boundary clear.

The CEO should resist two equal and opposite errors: trying to personally
operate every project, and disappearing after authorizing one. The first
creates a bottleneck. The second creates ambiguity. The right posture is to
own the few judgments that determine what the organization is building,
then require enough operating evidence to see whether the delegated work
is actually building it.

There is a useful discipline here: do not let a project report upward only as
a technology update. Each review should reconnect the work to the CEQ's
three decisions. What organizational result is this process meant to
improve? What evidence shows that the new way of working can survive
beyond the original team? What trade-off is being requested now—time,
investment, a change in roles, a change in capacity, or a temporary limit on
scale? If the report cannot answer those questions, it may contain useful
activity, but it is not yet asking for an executive decision.

This keeps authority and evidence in the right relationship. The CEO does
not need to become the most expert user of the system. The CEO needs to
make it possible for the organization to turn a working system into a more
dependable way of delivering results.

A Clear Interface, Not a Larger Committee

The answer is not a sprawling governance committee. It is a clear
interface.
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The CEO sets the objective, determines whether operational adoption has
occurred, and arbitrates enterprise-wide or irreversible trade-offs. The
process owner carries the operating result within the workflow’s stated
boundary. The accountable executive supplies resources and resolves
material business trade-offs that exceed that boundary. The CIO provides
the technical, data, access, and control foundations the workflow needs.
The CHRO aligns role design, capability, performance, and transition
mechanisms with the changed work. The Al transformation lead connects
these interfaces without inheriting another role’s decision rights.

When this interface is vague, familiar failures follow. The CIO inherits an
organizational question and produces a technology project. The CHRO
inherits a business objective and produces a training program. The
business unit inherits a cross-functional redesign and produces a local
demonstration. The CEO authorizes all of it and assumes authorization is
leadership.

Leadership begins earlier. Before the next large meeting, the CEO can
write five answers: What result must the organization become able to
deliver? What operating arrangement will produce it? How will individual Al
use become reusable organizational capability? Which roles, processes,
and responsibilities must change? What trade-offs are acceptable, and
what capability will not be sacrificed?

The rest of the organization can then do its work with a real mandate.
Without those answers, it is not conducting an Al transformation. It is
conducting a series of Al actions.

125



Part V — Build the First
Accountability Unit

The earlier parts of this book separated tool activity from operating change.
They showed why work, organizational memory, human judgment, and
decision rights have to change together. This final part turns that argument
into a practical sequence.

Do not begin by redrawing the organization chart. Begin with one result
that already matters to the business. Protect the live operation, test a
different way of delivering that result, retain what the test teaches, and turn
that learning into a method another team can use. Only then can the
organization see the form that the new work requires.

Chapter 14 explains why the first move should be a bounded parallel pilot,
not either a sandbox or an enterprise-wide rollout. Chapter 15 shows how
a pilot becomes a repeatable capability. Chapter 16 defines the
accountability unit and the firm-level architecture that lets many such units
work together without dispersing responsibility.
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Chapter 14 — Start Small Without Isolating the
Business

We are testing a delivery model, not headcount.

That sentence belongs at the beginning of the first pilot, before the
efficiency table and before anyone asks for a workforce number. Who says
it, when they say it, and who hears it will shape the quality of evidence the
pilot receives. If people believe the experiment is a disguised staffing
exercise, they will protect the exceptions and practical context the new
method needs most.

A headcount decision is a staffing conclusion; a delivery-model finding is
an organizational conclusion. Do not use the first to destroy the evidence
required for the second.

The usual choice is a false binary. Either the company rolls Al out
everywhere at once, or it keeps experimentation safely away from the work
that matters. The first approach spreads untested changes through live
operations. The second produces a polished demonstration that never
changes the business.

There is a better starting point: run one bounded experiment beside an
existing process while keeping the current delivery system intact. The
purpose is not to create an innovation island. It is to learn, under real
operating conditions, whether one result can be delivered differently and
what the business would need to adopt that method.

Choose a Process, Not a Department or a Role

Arole is too narrow for the first test. It can show that one person became
faster, but not whether inputs, handoffs, review, and the final result
changed with that person. A department is usually too broad. It contains
several flows, customers, and measures, making it impossible to see which
change produced which result.
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Choose one process instead. It should have a recognizable trigger and
endpoint, recurring work, a result another person can accept, and a
consequence the business would notice if the process failed. Customer
response, maintenance diagnosis, contract review, recruiting screening,
and internal proposal preparation can qualify when the company can state
the actual result and boundary.

Before starting, name five things: the process owner; the result; the Al-
supported action; the human judgment that remains; and the route for
exceptions. A process without these elements is not ready for a pilot. More
technology will only make its ambiguity faster.

Run a Parallel Test That Respects the Core Business

The established process continues to serve customers, revenue, quality,
and daily commitments. A small group tests an Al-enabled version of the
same class of work within an agreed boundary. That parallel design
creates a comparison a broad rollout cannot: a familiar delivery method
beside a proposed one, without forcing the core business to absorb every
early error.

The comparison is not a staffing exercise. It asks whether the delivery
method can be redesigned while the result remains acceptable. If a pilot is
treated as proof that people should be removed, people have every reason
to protect the exception logic and practical context that the pilot needs. The
test then loses access to the evidence that would make it trustworthy.

State the boundary plainly. The pilot is testing a process and its
accountability design. Its interim evidence may support learning, workflow
repair, and later capacity decisions; it is not a shortcut to a headcount
conclusion. That is not a promise that roles will never change. Itis a
condition for people to bring real work, real failures, and real judgment into
the test.

The boundary should identify the class of cases the pilot may handle, the
cases that remain in the established process, the information the pilot may
use, the decisions it may prepare but not make, and the conditions that
require a person to take the work back. A customer-facing pilot may
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organize history and draft a response while reserving commitments,
unusual remedies, and relationship-sensitive exceptions for a person. The
purpose is not to make the pilot harmless. It is to make its risk
understandable enough that the organization can learn from it.

The first operating boundary should also be visible to people outside the
pilot. A sales colleague should know whether the new route may make a
customer commitment. A manager should know whether a pilot result can
enter a performance discussion. A receiving team should know whether an
exception returns to the established process or is held for the next review.
Vague boundaries do not preserve flexibility. They shift risk to the person
nearest the customer or the output.

This is why the early pilot should use a parallel route rather than a hidden
workaround. A hidden workaround can make an early dashboard look
clean, but it gives the organization no way to compare the real effort,
exception rate, or recovery work. Parallel work is slower at first because it
makes the old and new methods visible together. That cost is not waste. It
is the price of learning whether a faster execution layer has improved the
complete result or merely moved the burden elsewhere.

The pilot should also have a defined exit from parallel work. At the
beginning, write what evidence would justify moving a class of cases into
ordinary operations and what evidence would send those cases back to
the established route. This keeps the group from drifting into a permanent
hybrid in which nobody knows which method is authoritative. A parallel test
is a temporary design condition, not a new organizational layer.

Before work begins, the accountable executive should set a short
operating charter. It needs five decisions: the result the pilot is trying to
improve; the boundary of cases it may take; the human judgments that
cannot be delegated; the evidence required at review; and the authority to
pause or stop the experiment. The process owner runs the test inside
those decisions. The review owner checks whether the work still meets the
agreed condition.
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Build the Learning and Adoption Interface

A pilot fails to travel when its only interface is the pilot team’s connection to
a tool. It needs a second interface with the business that will eventually run
the work. Build that interface before the pilot has declared success.

The people who may inherit the method should be able to see the
proposed result, the work that has moved, the work that has become more
demanding, and the judgments that remain human. They need an honest
account of what the workflow will ask of them: what information must be
supplied at the beginning; which exception now arrives earlier; what
decision can no longer be made by habit; and what record the next person
needs when the output is challenged.

Adoption is an operating issue, not a communications campaign. If the
receiving team cannot explain why a rule exists, cannot find the context
behind it, or has no channel to correct it, the method is not usable. It
remains a demonstration maintained by its original enthusiasts. A sound
handoff gives the receiving team a way to challenge a rule, add an
exception, and return a correction to organizational memory without waiting
for the pilot group to reappear.

The adoption interface also needs a place for disagreement. A receiving
team may see a failure mode that the pilot group did not encounter, or
discover that an apparently simple rule removes context that matters in
daily work. That is not resistance to the pilot. It is operating evidence. Give
the team a simple route to return a case, request a clarification, or propose
a changed rule. If the only response is “the pilot already decided,” the
method will be followed ceremonially and bypassed privately.

A transfer should include more than a process diagram. It should include
the purpose of the changed step, the condition under which it should not
be used, the person who can interpret a disputed result, the source of the
relevant context, and the date on which the team can revisit the design.
The first reusable handoff is not a technical document. It is a compact
operating agreement.
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The pilot group may coach the first operating cycle and help make tacit
judgment explicit. It should not become the permanent interpreter of every
case. If it does, the company has moved work to a specialist enclave
instead of changing how the business operates. The receiving team should
take part in accepting the handoff. Measure transfer by whether the
receiving process owner can run an ordinary case, the review owner can
identify a challengeable output, and the knowledge maintainer can locate
and update the relevant rule.

Make the First Pilot an Operating Experiment

Run the pilot on a real business cycle, not only on prepared examples. Al
may retrieve relevant context, organize incoming information, prepare a
first draft, flag a routine pattern, or assemble material for human judgment.
Keep the change narrow enough that the group can see what it altered and
where it created a new burden.

The first question is not whether the model produced an impressive
answer. It is whether the workflow made an operating problem visible.
Which review standard cannot yet be stated? Which exception has no
escalation route? Which judgment remains trapped in one colleague’s
experience? Where has work become slower because the handoff moved
rather than disappeared?

Those are useful results. A pilot that exposes an unclear boundary has
done more for the organization than a demo that conceals one. Treat each
material exception as design evidence. It may show that the workflow lacks
context, the acceptance condition is vague, a named person has
responsibility without authority, or the process boundary is wrong. The
response may be to narrow the Al-supported action, add context, move the
decision to the person who can make it, or stop delegating that class of
work for now.

The same discipline applies to apparent success. A workflow that produces
a fast first draft may still consume more review time, create a new
coordination burden, or lead customers to receive inconsistent answers.
Record where the work goes after Al has touched it. Does a manager now
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spend more time checking? Does a customer wait for a person to correct a
commitment? Does a new exception go to an inbox nobody owns? A local
productivity gain is not yet a changed operating result.

Do not compensate for an unclear design by adding review after review. A
stack of confirmations can make the pilot look controlled while leaving
nobody able to explain why the controls exist or which one can change the
outcome. A good pilot reduces ambiguity. It does not cover ambiguity with
paperwork.

Accept Each Stage for What It Proves

A first pilot has three jobs. The first is understanding: the group can explain
what Al can and cannot do in the process, where human review remains
necessary, and where the next bottleneck appears. The second is
reproducibility: the group turns working knowledge into a process
description, review rules, exception routes, decision records, and reusable
examples. The third is embedding: the business can run the process with
its own accountable roles and operating rhythm.

These are different tests. Understanding asks whether the organization has
learned how the work changes. Reproducibility asks whether that learning
can travel. Embedding asks whether the business can use it without a
permanent escort. Do not collapse them into one adoption number.

The distinction matters because a pilot can pass one stage and fail
another. A group may understand the workflow well but have no usable
way to record exceptions. It may create a detailed method that no receiving
team can run under normal time pressure. Or the method may travel, only
to reveal that the business has not assigned someone authority to resolve
a recurring conflict. Each failure has a different remedy. Treating all of them
as “adoption problems” hides the actual design work.

Review the Experiment as a Business Decision

The review cadence should match the process, but its logic should remain
stable. A short weekly discussion can surface an exception, a gap in
context, or new rework. A more formal decision point should examine
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whether those observations change the method.

Bring the same questions to each review. What result did the process
produce? Which work became easier, and which became harder? Where
did a person exercise judgment that the workflow could not carry? What
was corrected, and can the next person use that correction? Did an
exception reveal a gap in authority, context, or acceptance?

Every review should end with a choice: continue within the boundary;
revise a rule, input, or review point; prepare a bounded replication; or stop.
Name the next accountable action and the evidence that will be considered
at the next review. A pilot that continues because no one has decided
otherwise becomes a shadow operation.

The review record should preserve dissent. If a reviewer believes the result
is not ready, if a process owner believes the context is incomplete, or if a
receiving team believes the proposed handoff shifts too much risk, record
that judgment and the response. A meeting that records only agreement
cannot teach the next team how the organization handled a genuine trade-
off.

Keep the review materials proportionate. A one-page operating view is
usually enough: intended result; current evidence; exceptions; changes to
context, authority, or workflow; and the next decision. Long presentations
are often a warning sign that the group has no shared result boundary. A
useful review lets a decision-maker see not only whether a tool worked, but
whether the organization has become able to own the consequence of
using it.

Know When the Pilot Can Enter Daily Operations

Four conditions should be visible before an Al-enabled method moves from
a bounded pilot into ordinary operations. The result is stable across
ordinary work, not only an unusually successful run. The accountability
chain is clear: process owner, review owner, acceptance condition, and
escalation route are known. Another team could use the method without
rebuilding it from scratch. And the business still has enough trust to provide
the context and judgment the workflow needs.
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Stop a pilot when the result cannot be made acceptable within the agreed
boundary; when necessary judgment cannot be given adequate authority;
when context cannot be used responsibly; or when the exceptions reveal a
consequence the current organization cannot carry. Close a pilot when the
method is stable enough to enter ordinary operations and the receiving
business can carry the next cycle.

In either outcome, retain what was tried, what failed, what rule changed,
and what another process should learn. A stopped pilot is not wasted work
if it makes a hidden organizational limit visible early. The pilot is a bridge
into the business only when it produces a method, a responsibility
boundary, and learning the business can carry forward.

Before closing the first cycle, ask one final question: what would the next
team need in order to avoid repeating the same first-month confusion? The
answer may be a clearer result definition, a better source of context, a
narrower Al action, a visible acceptance condition, or a stronger escalation
route. Capture it. The organization does not become more capable
because it has completed a pilot. It becomes more capable when the next
pilot begins with the first pilot’s judgment already available.

For the same reason, avoid choosing a pilot that only produces internal
artifacts. A proposal assistant, an intake process, or a knowledge workflow
may be appropriate, but the group still needs to name the downstream
result that gives the work meaning: a better decision, a more reliable
response, a faster qualified handoff, or less rework in a consequential
process. Without that result, the pilot can optimize a visible task while
leaving the business unchanged.

At that point, the pilot has earned the next question: can the organization
make the method repeatable without relying on its original team?
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Chapter 15 — From One Pilot to a Repeatable
Capability

A pilot matters when the second process does not begin from zero. If the
second team must rediscover every rule, exception, and decision
right, the first pilot was not capability. It was luck. The goal is not a
growing inventory of Al projects. It is a repeatable way of choosing a
process, making its result visible, assigning responsibility, retaining
judgment, and deciding what to do next.

The first ninety days establish one real process. The next ninety days turn
temporary practice into operating rules. By the end of the first year, the
company should be able to tell whether a second process starts faster
because the first one left behind a usable method. These are proposed
operating intervals, not universal performance benchmarks.
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CHAPTER 15 - FROM PILOT TO REPEATABLE CAPABILITY
Every stage must leave a reusable organizational asset.

These are proposed operating checkpoints, not a universal benchmark.

CHECKPOINT MUST LEAVE FAIL SIGNAL
_ One real process, operating .
o Days 0-90 I evidence, and a Day-90 decision Sl ECE S E

Days 91- Operating rules, reusable memory;, Still depends on the original
180 and visible role changes advocates
e Byvearend Evidence that a second process Every process starts from
VY begins with less reinvention zero

At Day 90: continue and deepen, revise, redesign, or stop.

Figure 7. A pilot becomes capability through a proposed operating rhythm: one real
workflow, a repeatable method, then evidence by year end that learning travels with less
reinvention.

Days 0-90: Establish One Real Process

Choose a process whose business impact an accountable executive can
see and whose result can be observed inside a reasonable review window.
Do not choose the most complicated process because it promises the
largest theoretical gain. The first process needs a clear result, a visible
pain point, and a named process owner willing to carry the ordinary
operating work.

Begin with the three ledgers. The time ledger records recurring effort and
the actions that consume it. The waiting ledger records delays in
approvals, inputs, information, and handoffs. The knowledge ledger
records which judgment standards are reusable and which still live only in
individual experience. The figures need not be artificially precise, but they
must be traceable to ordinary work.
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The three ledgers make different losses visible. A time ledger can show
that a task is expensive, but not whether it waits in a queue before anyone
begins it. A waiting ledger can show delay, but not whether the delay
protects a necessary judgment or merely covers a missing decision. A
knowledge ledger can show that a capable employee is carrying a method
privately, but not whether that method changes the result. Read the ledgers
together. They help the group decide whether the first intervention should
reduce routine effort, remove a needless wait, capture a judgment
standard, or clarify responsibility before changing execution.

Use the ledgers to prevent a familiar misuse of Al measurement. If the
team starts from a request to show time saved, it may discover that the
work did not disappear; it changed hands. If it starts from a request to
show more output, it may discover that quality or review is now carrying the
burden. If it starts from a request to reduce cost, it may discover that the
relevant knowledge has not yet been retained. A real baseline does not
prove a business case in advance. It helps the group see which business
case, if any, the workflow could eventually support.

During the first cycle, make the existing process visible before trying to
improve it. Record triggers, inputs, handoffs, decisions, rework, and
exceptions. Ask where a person uses judgment, where the same question
is answered repeatedly, where a customer waits, and where work
disappears into a private spreadsheet or message thread. The map need
not be perfect. It needs to be honest enough to show what the new route is
changing.

Use the parallel pilot to test one bounded intervention. Do not redesign
every handoff at once. The group may begin with intake, retrieval, drafting,
classification, quality review, or exception triage. The test should be small
enough to reverse and consequential enough to reveal whether the
complete result improves.
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At the end of each review, update one shared record. Include the case
type, the result, the exception or correction, the relevant context, the
decision made, and the rule to test next. The purpose is to make the next
decision better and to give the next team a usable starting point.

The record should make the real work visible, not create a reporting ritual.
A useful entry can fit on a page. It gives the team a way to distinguish an
error in the output from a gap in the context, a weak review condition, or an
authority boundary that nobody had previously named. If the same
exception returns, it should be possible to see whether the earlier decision
changed the workflow or merely documented the problem.

Days 91-180: Turn Temporary Practice Into a Method

The next phase is not about adding more pilots. It is about making the first
one survivable without its original advocates. Convert recurrent decisions
into explicit criteria. Turn successful prompts, examples, and exception
patterns into reusable organizational memory.2’3’4 Put review standards,
recovery actions, and escalation routes where the next team can find them.

Institutionalizing does not mean freezing the method. The point is to make
the current best judgment inspectable and changeable. A rule should carry
enough context that a future user can understand why it exists. An
exception should have a path back to the rule rather than remaining a
private workaround. A review standard should tell people what they are
protecting, not merely what box to check.

There are four pieces to institutionalization. First, stabilize the result.
Define the outcome in language the business recognizes and identify the
evidence that shows it is holding. A process can be fast and still unstable.
The team needs to know whether comparable cases receive comparable
treatment, whether rework is falling, and whether the result survives
ordinary pressure.
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Second, make the method legible. The next team needs more than the
final prompt or configuration. It needs the trigger, the input assumptions,
the human judgment boundary, the review condition, common exceptions,
and the recovery action. Keep the method short enough to use in work. If it
needs a full presentation to explain every time, it has not yet become an
operating method.

Third, make learning maintainable. Assign a knowledge maintainer, a
place for revised rules, and a recurring check on whether a rule still fits the
work. Capture the reason for a meaningful change. Without that reason, a
later user may undo a safeguard because it appears arbitrary, or repeat an
old error because the organization stored a correction without its context.

Fourth, make the role change visible. When execution changes, people
need to know what grows in importance: exception judgment, customer
interpretation, source quality, review, coaching, and process improvement.
If performance still rewards only volume, the organization will treat the
method as a private productivity trick rather than a shared capability.

Ask also whether the work now depends on different capabilities. Some
people may spend less time producing first drafts and more time
interpreting exceptions, coaching others, maintaining context, or improving
the flow. Early generative-Al experiments have reported shifts in some
professional and technical work toward supervision, analysis, explanation,
interpretation, and troubleshooting.! Those are not incidental changes.
They are the role redesign that makes the method durable. The CHRO and
accountable executive should make these changes visible before
performance expectations and staffing conversations harden around an
obsolete job description.

At this point, review the method against the organizational memory it
claims to use. Can a new person distinguish a current rule from an
obsolete one? Can the team locate the source of a recurring exception?
Does the method record why a decision changed, not only that it changed?
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These questions are unglamorous, but they distinguish a reusable
operating capability from an impressive system maintained by a few people
who remember its history.

Use the 180-day review to test dependency. What happens if the original
process owner is away? What happens if the usual reviewer challenges a
result the system treats as routine? What happens when a context source
changes or a new customer situation does not resemble the examples?
The organization does not need to simulate every disaster. It needs to
know whether ordinary variation exposes a missing role, a missing rule, or
an escalation path that exists only in someone’s memory.

Day 365: Test Whether the Organization Can Replicate

By the end of the first year, the question changes. It is no longer whether
the original team can run the method. It is whether another team can start
a related process with less reinvention and clearer accountability.

Replication should preserve a common method, not force identical
workflows. Each new process should still name its result, its human core,
its Al-enabled actions, its context, its review condition, and its escalation
route. What should travel is the discipline: the way the firm distinguishes a
task from a result, a process owner from an accountable executive, and a
useful exception from a private workaround.

The test for replication is not whether every team uses the same software
or copies the same process map. It is whether the second team can
establish a credible operating boundary more quickly because the first
team left behind an intelligible method. The second process may need a
different review condition, a different source of context, or a different
capacity decision. It should not need to rediscover that a result has to be
named, a human core has to be empowered, and a recurring exception
has to change the next version of the work.
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The first replication should be close enough to test the method and
different enough to reveal its real limits. Moving from one customer-
response flow to another may test whether the review condition and
knowledge practice travel. Moving immediately from a customer-response
flow to a high-consequence decision may prove only that the original
boundary was too vague. Choose the next process as a management
decision, not as an opportunity to claim scale.

By the end of the year, leaders should be able to compare two questions.
Did the second process set up its result, role map, baseline, and review
route faster than the first? And did it preserve the discipline of changing the
method when its context differed? If the answer to the first is yes and the
second is no, the company has created a template without judgment. If the
answer to the second is yes and the first is no, the company may be
learning but has not yet made that learning reusable. A repeatable
capability needs both.

Make Replication a Management Commitment

Replication needs an explicit commitment from leadership. The CEO
decides which enterprise objective the next process should serve and
arbitrates enterprise-wide or irreversible trade-offs. The accountable
executive supplies resources and resolves material business conflicts. The
CHRO ensures role design, incentives, and transitions support the work.
The CIO ensures that data, systems, and controls can support it. The Al
transformation lead connects the sequence without becoming a permanent
substitute for operating ownership.

Leadership should resist two temptations. The first is declaring victory after
one successful pilot and asking every unit to adopt the same tool. The
second is treating every process as so unique that no method can travel.
The first creates scale without accountability; the second preserves local
expertise without organizational memory. Replication is the discipline
between them: a common way to name results, establish boundaries, learn
from exceptions, and make the next decision.
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One process may release time that should be reinvested in quality. Another
may reveal a constraint that makes growth sensible. A third may make a
role redesign unavoidable. Do not aggregate these into one enterprise
claim that “Al saved X.” The accountable executive should bring each unit’s
evidence to a shared operating conversation, while the CEO decides the
enterprise-wide or irreversible trade-offs. That is how local learning
becomes an enterprise choice without being stripped of its context.

The portfolio should remain small enough to govern. A company that
launches many pilots before it has institutionalized the first method often
creates a reporting burden rather than a capability. It becomes difficult to
see which result each team owns, which lessons can travel, and which
exceptions require enterprise attention. Expand the portfolio as the
organization can preserve result boundaries, usable learning, and visible
decision rights—not simply as the number of available use cases grows.

That is the right meaning of scale. Scale is not merely more automated
actions or more licenses in use. It is the ability to add or adapt
accountability units without losing the foundations that make the company
one organization: common purpose, usable memory, appropriate
permission, and a route for resolving a conflict that crosses the unit. A
company scales responsibly when a new unit can inherit those foundations
while still surfacing a context-specific exception. It scales badly when every
unit quietly invents its own rules or when every local decision has to wait
for central approval.

The leadership task is to preserve both learning and selectivity. A second
process should not be forced to demonstrate the same result as the first,
but it should be able to show why its result matters, what it is borrowing
from the earlier method, and where its context makes that method
insufficient. This produces a portfolio of accountable results rather than a
collection of unrelated demonstrations. It also gives executives a clearer
basis for deciding where capacity, investment, and organizational attention
should go next.
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Chapter 16 — The Accountability Unit

A job describes a bundle of work. An accountability unit makes the
complete result, the authority to act, and the person who must answer
visible together.

An organization does not become accountable because it names more
owners. It becomes accountable when a complete result, the authority to
decide, the context to judge, the controls to recover, and the person who
must answer for the consequence remain visible together.

An accountability unit is the smallest durable organizational arrangement
in which a named person, supported by an Al-enabled workflow, has the
authority, context, controls, and escalation path to deliver a complete result
and answer for its consequences. Responsibility may be distributed across
people and systems. Accountability for the complete result must remain
locatable.

Responsibility Is Distributed; Accountability Is Locatable

Several people may carry responsibility for different parts of one result. A
process owner keeps work moving. A review owner tests a consequential
output against the agreed condition. A knowledge maintainer captures
corrections and exception patterns. An exception authority resolves
conflicts that the ordinary rule cannot settle but that remain inside the
stated business boundary. A CIO provides data, systems, access,
integration, and control foundations. A CHRO aligns role design,
incentives, capability, and transitions with changed work. An accountable
executive resolves business trade-offs that exceed the process.

These responsibilities differ, but they do not create multiple final points of
accountability. Accountability asks a narrower question: when the complete
result is challenged, who can explain it, act on it, and answer for its

143



consequence? That person must have the authority, context, and
escalation route required by the result boundary. Naming a person without

those conditions creates a scapegoat, not accountability.

Unit-Level Operating Roles

Role

Process
owner

Review owner

Knowledge
maintainer

Exception
authority

Primary Responsibility

Runs the complete operating
process after launch.

Checks a consequential output
against the agreed condition.

Captures corrections, exception
patterns, and judgment
standards.

Resolves a bounded conflict
that ordinary rules cannot
settle.

Authority Boundary

Keeps the result moving and raises
exceptions beyond the process
boundary.

Can reject, return, or escalate work
that does not meet the condition.

Keeps reusable organizational
memory current enough for the work.

Decides within the stated boundary or
escalates the conflict when it exceeds
that authority.

Firm-Level Enabling and Arbitration Roles

Role

Accountable
executive

CEO

CHRO

CIO

Primary Responsibility

Supplies resources and resolves
material business trade-offs.

Sets enterprise objective and
nondelegable trade-offs.

Aligns role design, incentives,
capability, and transitions with
changed work.

Provides reliable data, systems,

access, integration, and controls.
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Authority Boundary

Decides conflicts beyond one
process or unit.

Arbitrates conflicts no single unit
can settle.

Resolves role, incentive,
capability, and transition issues
that cross the unit.

Resolves shared data, access,
integration, reliability, and control
constraints.



The Process-Owner Challenge

Isn’t this just process ownership with Al added? No. Process ownership
names who keeps a flow running. An accountability unit binds the complete
result to a named human core, a bounded Al workflow, usable context,
traceability and controls, and an escalation path. It also tests whether the
person at the center has the authority to carry the consequence. Al may be
one execution layer; the organizational difference is that judgment, repair,
and consequence remain joined to the result.

The process owner is usually the named human core of an accountability
unit. That is the normal design because the process owner sees the
complete flow, encounters ordinary exceptions, and can keep the result
moving from trigger to handoff. But the role title does not settle the
question. A process owner can be responsible for flow without having the
authority to decide a customer promise, accept a material risk, allocate
cross-unit resources, or alter a shared control.

The challenge is therefore practical: does the person running the process
have enough authority and context to carry the complete result within its
stated boundary? If yes, the process owner is the usual named human
core. If not, the unit has one of three design problems. Its result boundary
is too broad; its decision rights are too weak; or the relevant consequence
belongs above the unit. Do not solve any of these problems by leaving the
process owner personally exposed to a decision made elsewhere.

The accountable executive sits above the unit. That executive does not run
the daily process or become the unit’'s substitute owner. The executive
makes resource and business trade-offs that cannot legitimately be settled
inside the unit, then returns a clear decision boundary so the process
owner can act. The CEO sits above this layer when the conflict is
enterprise-wide or irreversible.
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A Short RACI Distinction

RACI can clarify who is Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, and
Informed for a discrete task. It is useful when a handoff is unclear. It is not
a substitute for an accountability unit.

A RACI line normally assigns participation around a task or decision. An
accountability unit organizes a complete result over time: the workflow,
human judgment, usable context, controls, repair route, and consequence.
A process may contain several RACI lines. The unit still needs one human
core and one escalation path that can carry the result when those task-
level assignments conflict.

Use RACI to clarify individual actions. Use the accountability unit to clarify
the result, its boundaries, and the authority to repair it. A completed RACI
chart does not help if no one can answer for the whole result.
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The Five Layers of an Accountability Unit

CHAPTER 16 - THE ACCOUNTABILITY UNIT
Five named parts. One accountability unit.

An interface map—not a hierarchy, containment model, or maturity path.

THE Al WORKFLOW

Al scope - where review begins -
automation boundary

BOUNDARY © OUTPUT
THE CONTEXT LAYER | BUallilt] THE TRACEABILITY
Rules - examples - ACCOUNTABILITY CORE AND CONTROL
decisions - exceptions - Named process owner: explain LAYER
organizational memory - judge - stop - answer for Action - review - exception -
CONTEXT © outcomes - escalate recovery

CORRECTION DECISION ¢ RECOVERY

THE ACCOUNTABILITY CHAIN
Exceptions - executive

Enterprise conflicts > CEO or decision
forum

ESCALATE © DECIDE

All four interfaces are required for legitimate judgment, repair, and escalation.

Figure 8. An accountability unit is an interface system, not a hierarchy: a named human
core is linked to four interdependent modules—the Al workflow, context layer, traceability
and control layer, and accountability chain.

The unit holds five interdependent layers together. They make the
definition operational rather than aspirational.

1. The Human Accountability Core

At the center is a named person who can explain the complete result,
make the judgments that remain human, and answer when the outcome is
challenged. The person may coordinate work performed by colleagues and
Al; the point is that the result has a visible human center.

The human core should be named before the workflow is automated, not
after an incident. A person cannot be accountable for a result they cannot
describe, for a decision they never had authority to make, or for a system
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whose context is hidden from them.3® The core becomes credible when
the person can state the result standard, identify the judgments that cannot
be delegated, and explain what would require escalation.

2. The Al Workflow

The workflow has a defined job. It may retrieve, classify, summarize, draft,
compare, route, or flag. Its boundary is as important as its capability. The
workflow should not make an action simply because it can produce a
plausible output. The unit must state which result the workflow supports,
which conditions require review, and which actions remain outside its
authority.

3. The Context Layer

The workflow needs usable rules, examples, historical decisions, customer
information, known exceptions, and organizational memory. Context that
exists only in a private conversation or one employee’s head cannot
reliably support the next case.

Context has a lifecycle. Some information is needed before the work
begins. Some is created during the work when a reviewer identifies a
condition the workflow missed. Some becomes useful only after an
exception has been resolved. The knowledge maintainer decides what
enters the reusable store, what remains local because it is too specific or
sensitive to travel, and what must be revisited when the process changes.

4. The Traceability and Control Layer

Material actions and decisions need to be reconstructable. The
organization should be able to see what happened, who changed or
accepted an output, what exception occurred, and what recovery action
followed. Traceability is not paperwork for its own sake; it is what lets the
unit learn without inventing a culprit after failure.®
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Controls should match consequence. A low-risk formatting action may
need only a record that it occurred. A customer commitment, a financial
consequence, a hiring-related judgment, or a material change in a
published output may need a clear review condition, a visible decision, and
a recovery route. The point is not to turn every step into a compliance
process. It is to preserve enough evidence for the organization to
distinguish a flawed output, a flawed rule, an unclear authority boundary,
and a missing source of context.

5. The Accountability Chain

The unit needs an escalation route. Ordinary decisions stay with the
human core and the operating roles around the work. A material exception
goes to the accountable executive. A conflict involving enterprise objective,
scarce capital, or a consequence no unit can carry rises to the CEO or the
designated executive forum. Escalation is not a way to remove
accountability from the work. It is a way to place an enterprise
consequence with the person who can legitimately decide it.

What an Accountability Unit Is Not

It is not a job title, a software deployment, a project team, or a new
reporting layer. It does not require a reorganization before the first test. It is
an operating arrangement around a complete result.

It is also not a device for assigning blame. Accountability is credible only
when the person at the center can understand the work, act within a real
authority boundary, and escalate what exceeds that boundary. When the
design fails, investigate the workflow, context, rule, control, and decision
path before treating the named person as the explanation.

A unit that cannot stop, learn, or escalate is not accountable. It is merely
named.
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Design Around the Result Boundary

The result boundary is the smallest boundary that contains a meaningful
outcome. “Draft an answer” is usually not a result. “Resolve a defined class
of customer request within an agreed condition” may be. The difference is
consequence: someone can say whether the second result has been
achieved, challenged, repaired, or escalated.

The boundary should be neither so narrow that every difficult case escapes
it nor so broad that a named person must carry decisions they cannot
make. Start with the ordinary cases that recur often enough to matter.
Make the exceptions visible. Then decide whether the unit needs a
stronger context layer, a clearer review condition, or an escalation route
above it.

Authority Must Match the Consequence

Authority should rise with consequence. A process owner may adjust a
routine rule within a defined range. A review owner may reject or return a
consequential output. An accountable executive resolves a trade-off
between customer commitment, capacity, cost, and risk when it exceeds a
single process. The CEO resolves enterprise trade-offs that cannot be
settled locally.

This prevents two opposite errors. In the first, every exception is escalated
upward and the organization becomes slow. In the second, a local team is
left to make an enterprise decision without the authority or information to
do so. The correct design keeps ordinary judgment near the work and
moves only consequential conflicts to the level that can carry them.

The Architecture of the Accountable Firm

An accountable firm is a network of accountability units, supported by
shared organizational foundations and governed by an executive layer that
resolves conflicts no single unit can settle alone.
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The first layer is shared foundations. Units cannot each invent their own
purpose, customer promise, permission rules, technology infrastructure,
data practices, organizational memory, or standards for material control.
Those foundations make local work comparable and allow learning to
travel. They include enterprise purpose and strategy; the customer
commitments the firm is prepared to make; capital, reputation, and shared
resources; data and technology infrastructure; organizational memory; and
common rules for permission, traceability, and control.

The second layer is the network of accountability units. Each unit is
organized around one complete result, a named human core, a bounded Al
workflow, usable context, controls, and an escalation path. Units are not
miniature companies. They rely on shared foundations and must make
their dependencies visible. But they should be able to make ordinary
operating judgments without waiting for a committee to invent
responsibility.

The third layer is enterprise arbitration. Some decisions cannot be settled
inside one unit: speed versus quality; local gain versus enterprise risk; a
customer promise versus delivery capacity; short-term revenue versus
long-term capability; or a choice about scarce capital and talent. Enterprise
arbitration is not a larger meeting for its own sake. It is the executive work
of deciding trade-offs that no local result boundary can legitimately resolve.

This architecture changes the purpose of a hierarchy. A hierarchy is no
longer primarily a chain for passing tasks downward and reports upward. It
becomes a way to provide shared foundations, make accountability
locatable close to the work, and move only unresolved enterprise trade-offs
to the right level. The CEO, CHRO, CIO, and accountable executives are
not competing owners of “Al.” They supply different conditions under which
the network can remain accountable.

The three layers must reinforce one another. Shared foundations without
local accountability create central standards that no one can apply in the
work. Local units without common foundations create incompatible
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methods, private knowledge, and risks that migrate unnoticed across the
firm. Executive arbitration without clear result boundaries becomes a
committee that receives escalations but cannot tell who can act. The
design is sound only when ordinary decisions stay close to the workflow,
recurring learning travels through the foundations, and genuinely
enterprise consequences reach the people with authority to decide them.

The architecture also gives a company a way to evaluate proposed
automation. Before asking whether a task can be automated, ask which
unit’s result would change, what shared foundation the workflow needs,
and whether the expected consequence can still be arbitrated at the right
level. This reframes technology selection. A technically possible action may
still be a poor organizational choice if it weakens the unit’'s context, creates
a new unowned handoff, or turns an enterprise trade-off into a local default.

The CEO sets the enterprise objective and arbitrates irreversible trade-offs.
The CHRO designs roles, incentives, and transitions so people can
contribute judgment rather than hide it. The CIO provides technology, data,
and control foundations that let units operate consistently. Accountable
executives allocate resources and resolve business conflicts across units.
The process owner, review owner, and knowledge maintainer make the
loop work in daily operations. The firm becomes more coherent when these
roles support the same result rather than competing to own “Al.”

It also prevents false centralization. Shared foundations should make local
judgment stronger, not require a committee to approve every ordinary
case. A useful foundation gives a process owner reliable context, a review
owner a clear condition, and a knowledge maintainer a place to preserve a
correction. It reserves enterprise arbitration for the consequences that
genuinely exceed the unit. When those distinctions are clear, the
organization can become both faster and more responsible.

This is not a universal reporting model. A small firm may combine several
roles in one person; a large firm may require several layers of coordination.
The test is not the number of boxes. It is whether a customer, colleague, or
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executive can identify the result, the responsible work, the person
accountable for its consequence, the context supporting a decision, and
the route for repair when the work fails.

From Departments to a Network of Results

Departments still matter. They provide expertise, careers, standards,
resources, and communities of practice. But a departmental chart cannot
by itself show the complete result an Al-enabled workflow produces or
where accountability lands when an exception crosses functions.

Think of departments as durable capability homes and accountability units
as result-centered operating arrangements. The two should reinforce each
other. A department supplies people, methods, and development. A unit
integrates those capabilities around a customer or business consequence.
When they conflict, the conflict itself becomes a design problem for the
accountable executive or, if necessary, the CEO.

The accountability unit does not abolish functional depth. It makes the
consequence of cross-functional work visible. It also makes overload
visible. When a named person’s result boundary expands, leaders can ask
whether the person still has a credible span of judgment and exceptions. If
not, the answer may be to split the unit, strengthen its shared foundation,
add a review role, or move a decision upward. The answer is not
automatically to add more agents or tell the individual to supervise more
work.

Use the First Unit to Reveal the Real Organization

The first unit is an instrument of discovery. It reveals whether old role,
workflow, knowledge, and governance arrangements can support a new
result boundary. Ask who supplies context, who makes acceptance
judgments, who maintains what is learned, and who can resolve a conflict
between local speed and a broader consequence.
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If the answers are clear, the organization has a pattern it can extend. If
they are not, leadership has a concrete design problem rather than a
vague mandate to become Al-native. Do not wait for a formal
reorganization cycle. The work may have changed before the chart has
caught up.

That pattern should remain open to correction. A unit that can explain its
result but cannot change a rule after repeated evidence is only
documenting accountability, not practicing it. The process owner needs a
route to propose a correction; the review owner needs a route to challenge
the result; the knowledge maintainer needs a route to preserve the reason
for the change; and the accountable executive needs a route to decide
when the correction creates a trade-off beyond the unit. The pattern is
durable because it can learn without waiting for a new transformation
program.

Before declaring a unit ready, ask:

1. What complete result does the unit deliver, and who is the
named person accountable for it?

2. Which work is Al-enabled, and which judgments remain
human?

3. What context must be available for a sound decision, and
who keeps it usable?

4. \What material action can be reconstructed later, and how
is an exception repaired?

5. Which conflict exceeds the unit, and who has the authority
to arbitrate it?

6. Does the named person have enough authority and
support to answer for the result without becoming a
scapegoat?

There is no need to announce a company-wide reorganization. Establish
one unit around one important process, one accountable result, one
process owner, and one review date. Require that group to show the
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human judgments, authority boundary, context, recovery action, and
escalation route. Then ask what the organization will retain for the next
process.

Use the first unit to find where accountability breaks. The organization may
already have the people and technology it needs; what may be missing is a
clear result boundary, shared context, or authority matched to
consequence. That can be repaired in the work without waiting for a
company-wide transformation.

Reuvisit the role map whenever the workflow changes. A review owner may
gain a more consequential decision; a process owner may need a
narrower span; a knowledge maintainer may need access to previously
informal context; an accountable executive may need to decide sooner.
The aim is not more roles, but a visible route from responsibility to authority
and repair.
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Afterword — Put Al Back in the
Organization

The argument in this book begins with an ordinary scene. A team has
access to a capable tool. Someone drafts faster, summarizes better,
searches more broadly, or produces a credible first version in minutes. The
demonstration works. Then the meeting ends, and ordinary work returns:
an exception appears, a customer needs an answer, two functions
disagree, an employee wonders whether sharing hard-won judgment will
make that employee less necessary. The tool is still there. The organization
is unchanged.

Al does not enter a firm when a license is purchased or a model is
connected. It enters when the organization changes how it notices,
decides, acts, learns, and repairs. That is a harder definition of adoption,
but it stops leaders from confusing visible activity with operating change.

The question is not whether Al can complete a task. It increasingly can.
The question is what happens to the work around the task. Who decides
whether an output is good enough? Who can intervene when it is not?
Where does the exception go? What knowledge remains after the
decision? What capacity is created when some old effort becomes
cheaper, and who decides where that capacity goes?

Those questions are how speed becomes durable. A company can
generate many Al outputs without becoming more capable. If each gain
lives in one employee’s habits, one manager’s private judgment, or one
vendor interface, the organization has accumulated dependence rather
than capability.
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The alternative is not bureaucracy. It is a visible operating design: a result,
a process owner, a real review condition, maintained context, and an
escalation route. The CEO sets the objective and enterprise trade-offs; the
ClO, CHRO, accountable executive, and operating roles make that design
real. None can hand the problem to another function and call the handoff
transformation.

This is why the argument has not been “put a person in the loop.” A person
can be present and powerless: asked to approve an output without context
to judge it, authority to stop it, or time to investigate its consequence. That
person is not governing the system. That person is absorbing the risk of a

decision made elsewhere.

The strongest organizations will not be those that use a particular model
first. They will be the ones that can distinguish an output from a result, a
task from an accountable unit, a review from genuine authority, and a fast
local gain from a decision the enterprise is prepared to carry. Those
distinctions are not obstacles to speed. They are what allow speed to
survive contact with customers, exceptions, and changing conditions.

The discipline can begin modestly. Pick one live workflow. Give it a result
boundary that people can recognize. Name the process owner and the
person who can resolve what the process cannot. Make the relevant
context usable. Define a review condition and a recovery route. Run the
work long enough to discover the exception that the initial design missed.
Then retain the correction so the next team does not have to learn it
privately all over again.

The stronger design is a human accountability loop. Information reaches
the person who must judge; authority matches the consequence;
correction is possible; escalation is clear; and learning changes the next
version of the work. This is not anti-automation. It is what lets automation
improve consequential work without making responsibility harder to find.
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Employees understand the exchange quickly. If the organization asks for
their context, exceptions, and best judgment, they will ask what happens
after they provide it. If the visible return is tighter control or a faster path to
irrelevance, the organization will receive thin documentation and polite
compliance. If the return is better work, clearer authority, credible
development, and a system that learns from contribution, the organization
can receive judgment no model can infer from a file.

Trust is therefore a production condition. It determines whether the
information that makes an Al system useful is offered honestly, updated
when conditions change, and challenged when the system is wrong. A
company that neglects trust will still have data. It will have less of the
judgment that turns data into a reliable decision.

The same discipline applies to capacity. Al will make some execution
cheaper. It does not decide whether the company should use the resulting
time, money, or attention for lower cost, customer service, quality, growth,
or capability building. No choice is automatically correct. The failure is
pretending that the choice made itself.

The test is not whether every process has been automated or whether
every employee has become an advanced Al user. The test is whether the
organization is becoming more able to carry a consequence without relying
on private heroics. Can a new colleague find the relevant context? Can a
reviewer challenge an output without punishment for slowing the flow? Can
an exception change a rule? Can a local gain be escalated when it creates
enterprise risk? If the answer is increasingly yes, the organization is not
merely adopting tools. It is building the capacity to govern its own changed
work.

Bring the people closest to that work together. Ask: What is routine
execution, and what requires judgment? What context does the system
need, and where will it be maintained? What outcome is the process meant
to produce, and who has authority to accept or reject it? When the process
fails, who can correct the result and change the rule for next time?
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Then run the first version long enough to learn something real. Do not treat
the end of a pilot as a presentation moment. Treat it as a decision point.
Should the workflow stop, change, deepen, or become the starting point for
a second process? The answer should leave behind more than a
demonstration. It should leave a changed workflow, a visible accountability
chain, updated organizational memory, and a clearer basis for the next
decision.

That is the practical meaning of the accountability unit. It is not a new box
on an organization chart. It is the smallest durable arrangement in which a
complete result, a named human core, an Al-enabled workflow, usable
context, appropriate controls, and a path for repair stay together.

An accountable firm connects those units through shared foundations and
enterprise arbitration. It lets execution become faster and more distributed
without allowing judgment, authority, or repair to become invisible. The firm
does not need to redesign everything at once. It starts with one real
workflow: one that occurs often enough to matter, creates enough friction
to be worth changing, and has a result someone can name.

There will be moments when the right answer is to stop. A result may not
be worth the additional control burden. A context source may not be
available in a form the organization can use responsibly. A consequence
may exceed the authority the current unit can carry. Stopping in those
circumstances is not a failure of Al ambition. It is evidence that the
organization can distinguish a useful operating change from a technology
story it is not prepared to own.

There will also be moments when the right answer is to deepen the work
rather than announce scale. A pilot may reveal that the real gain lies in
better review, less rework, or stronger organizational memory rather than
lower headcount. Leaders should be able to make that choice without
apologizing for it. Capacity freed up by Al does not allocate itself, and no
external benchmark can decide its value for a specific firm.
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Al does not spare leaders the work of management. It magnifies the
consequences of how they manage.

A clear process gets faster. A broken process breaks faster. Useful
judgment compounds when it enters organizational memory. Hidden
judgment becomes a larger dependency when the workflow accelerates.

Al makes execution cheaper. It does not make accountability
disappear.

The work is demanding because it changes routines, authority, and
expectations at the same time. It is also manageable because the firm
does not have to solve every problem at once. Start with one result that
matters, make the responsibility visible, and keep the learning available for
the next decision.
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Appendix A — Accountability
Unit Canvas

Use this canvas to design or test one existing human—Al workflow.
Complete it with the people who understand the work and can act on the
outcome. Start with a live process, not an imagined future state.

1. Name the Result

What result does the unit deliver? State the recipient, the outcome, and
the condition that makes the result acceptable. Avoid naming an activity
alone.

What is outside the boundary? State the cases, decisions, and
consequences that remain elsewhere. A boundary is credible when people
can recognize an exception rather than negotiate one after the fact.

How will the result be recognized? Name two or three observable
conditions—quiality, timeliness, rework, customer response, reliability, or
another measure that fits the flow. The point is not to create an abstract
score. It is to give a recipient and a reviewer a common description of what
acceptable work looks like.

2. Name the Human Accountability Core

Who is the usual named human core? In most units, this is the process
owner. Record why that person has enough context and authority for the
normal result.

What must that person escalate? List material business trade-offs
beyond the unit. Name the accountable executive who decides them.
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What would make this person a scapegoat? Identify any decision,
information, or control that the person would need to answer for but cannot
influence. Repair that condition before expanding the unit.

What support is required? List the people, data, time, tools, and decision
rights without which the named person cannot carry the result. The
question is practical: if an exception occurs tomorrow, can this person see
the relevant context, act within the boundary, and reach a legitimate
decision-maker when the boundary is crossed?

3. Describe the Al Workflow

What is the Al-enabled action? Be specific: retrieve, classify, summarize,
draft, compare, route, or flag.

What can the workflow prepare but not decide? State the human
judgments that remain and the condition that triggers review.

What is the recovery action? Describe what happens when the workflow
is wrong, incomplete, unavailable, or outside its boundary.

Where does the workflow begin and end? Mark the trigger, intended
result, and point at which a person reviews, accepts, or hands off the work.
State what Al must not decide. This line is as important as the list of
supported actions; it gives reviewers a way to recognize a boundary
crossing before a fast workflow becomes an unauthorized decision.

4. Make Context Usable

What context does the workflow need? List rules, examples, customer
information, historical decisions, known exceptions, and sources of
organizational memory.

Who keeps the context usable? Name the knowledge maintainer and
define how a correction becomes a reusable rule, example, or exception
pattern.
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What must stay local or restricted? Identify context that is too specific,
sensitive, or unstable to travel with the workflow.

How will stale knowledge be noticed? Identify a trigger for review: a
recurring override, a change in inputs, a customer complaint, a process
change, an unexplained drop in outcome quality, or another signal that fits
the work. Organizational memory is not a storage project. It has to be
maintained in the workflow.

5. Establish Traceability and Control

What must be reconstructable? Identify material inputs, outputs, review
actions, changes, exceptions, and recovery actions.

What is the review condition? State what the review owner checks,
when a result may be accepted, and when it must be returned or
escalated.

What will the unit learn from failure? Record the decision path that turns
a repeated exception into a revised rule, context item, or control.

When is a control no longer enough? Identify the condition that requires
the workflow to stop or move upward: repeated overrides, a material
customer impact, a missing source of context, an unresolved conflict
between two rules, or another event appropriate to the work. An escalation
trigger is not an admission that the unit failed. It is the boundary that
prevents a local workaround from becoming an enterprise problem.

6. Draw the Accountability Chain

Question Answer
What complete result is being carried?
Who is the named human core?
Who runs the process?
Who reviews consequential output?

Who maintains reusable context?
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Question Answer
Which decisions stay inside the unit?
Which decisions go to the accountable executive?

Which conflict must rise to enterprise arbitration?

7. Test the Unit

Run an ordinary case and one realistic exception. Then ask: could a new
colleague find the context, understand the result, see what the workflow
may do, challenge an output, and find the person who can decide the next
action? If not, the unit is not yet durable.

Review the canvas after any material change in customer consequence,
operating scope, authority, or available context. Do not treat it as a static
planning document. The canvas is valuable only while it remains
connected to the decisions it describes.

Unit Readiness Conversation

Before the pilot leaves its bounded route, bring the process owner, review
owner, knowledge maintainer, and accountable executive together. Review
one ordinary case, one exception, and one recovery action. Decide
whether the result boundary, authority, context, and controls are usable
under normal pressure. The goal is not unanimous enthusiasm. It is a clear
decision to continue, revise, or stop.

Use the conversation to expose a mismatch that the canvas alone may not
reveal. A process owner may know the work but lack access to a
necessary source. A review owner may be able to reject an output but lack
a route to correct the underlying rule. A knowledge maintainer may collect
material without a decision about what becomes reusable. An accountable
executive may be asked to resolve a business conflict too late, after a
customer or employee has already carried its consequence. Each
mismatch is a design finding. Do not disguise it as a training issue.
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The group should leave with one named next action. It may be to narrow
the boundary, add a review condition, clarify a decision right, remove
unsuitable context, or stop the pilot. The point is to make an explicit choice
before ordinary pressure turns an unresolved condition into an informal
workaround.

The readiness conversation is also a way to test whether a role description
has become too abstract. The process owner should be able to state the
result being kept moving and the condition that would show the process
has crossed its boundary. The review owner should be able to state what
evidence would justify rejecting or returning an output. The knowledge
maintainer should be able to state what will be captured when the case
teaches something and how another qualified person will find it. The
accountable executive should be able to state which resource, customer,
quality, or risk trade-off cannot be settled in the process and how it reaches
a decision. If these answers are generic, the unit is not ready for a stronger
automation claim.

Record the First Exception

For the first material exception, capture the case type, the result at risk, the
workflow action, the missing or misleading context, the human judgment
used, the authority boundary, the recovery action, and the rule to test next.
This record is the beginning of organizational memory. It should be short
enough that the next team will actually use it.

Use a compact structure: result at stake; trigger; Al-supported action;
human judgment; context; exception; recovery; learning; and next check.
The record should not be used to rank individuals or assign blame. Its job
is to make a specific failure pattern visible enough to change the next
cycle. If a unit cannot create this record after a material exception, it
probably lacks either the context, traceability, or authority required to learn.
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Appendix B — A 90-Day Process
Pilot

This appendix turns the first pilot into a working cadence. It is a proposed
operating sequence, not a universal timetable. Shorten or lengthen it to fit
the process, but retain the decision points.

Before Day 1: Choose the Flow

Select one recurring process with a visible result and a consequence the
business can recognize. Name the process owner, review owner,
knowledge maintainer, and accountable executive. Write the pilot charter:
result, case boundary, Al-enabled action, human judgments, review
condition, escalation route, and stop authority.

Do not start with a technology inventory. A pilot that begins with tools
usually ends with adoption data. A pilot that begins with a result gives the
team a way to judge whether the tools mattered. Choose a flow that occurs
often enough to generate evidence, has a nameable beginning and end,
and contains one bounded action Al can support without obscuring human
judgment.

Days 1-15: Make the Current Work Visible

Map one ordinary case from trigger to result. Record inputs, decisions,
handoffs, waiting, rework, exceptions, and the context people use but
rarely document. Do not automate every visible step. Choose one Al-
supported action that can be tested without obscuring the complete result.

166



Create a small baseline. Do not manufacture precision. It may include
turnaround time, repeat work, customer wait, exception volume, quality
checks, or the time a new colleague needs to handle a routine case. The
baseline is a reference point for review, not a promise that every number
will move.

Use the first two weeks to identify the cases the pilot should not take. This
is not a failure of ambition. It is part of setting a boundary that the business
can trust. List the missing context, unresolved customer commitment,
unusual exception, or consequence that would require a different level of
authority. Keep the established process responsible for those cases until
the pilot can state how it will carry them.

Meet briefly with the people who currently repair the work when it goes
wrong. Ask them for the exception that does not appear in the documented
process, the signal that tells them a normal case is turning abnormal, and
the consequence they protect when they slow the work down. These
conversations often reveal the judgment the pilot needs to preserve.
Record the contribution, show how it changes the design, and let the
contributor see the resulting rule or boundary.

At the first review, ask whether the boundary is clear enough to run a
parallel route. If not, narrow the case class or clarify the result before
proceeding.

Days 16—45: Run One Bounded Change

Run the Al-enabled route beside the established process. Keep track of the
outcome, time and effort, review burden, exceptions, recovery work, and
changes to context. Watch for the false signal of high activity. A pilot may
generate many prompts, drafts, and meetings while producing no more
stable result. It may also show a small change in volume but a large gain in
clarity: a repeated exception is now visible, a review owner can reject a
doubtful output, or a process owner has a clear route to escalate.
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Introduce one defined Al-supported action: retrieve relevant knowledge,
organize incoming information, create a first draft, flag routine anomalies,
prepare a standard response, or assemble material for human judgment.
Keep the change narrow enough to identify what caused an improvement
or a failure.

The process owner holds a short weekly operating review with the people
doing the work. Compare effort and waiting: where did work genuinely
move faster, and where did effort shift into checking or cleanup? Review
the result: did quality, timeliness, rework, customer response, or another fit-
for-purpose outcome change? Capture useful prompts, source material,
judgment standards, error patterns, exceptions, and workflow changes.
Finally, test the chain: was it ever unclear who could decide, stop, or
escalate? Repair that boundary while the pilot is small. In a randomized
experiment on a defined Al-extraction task, correction burden and
participants’ attitudes toward Al affected acceptance and correction
behavior; that finding is a reminder to examine the design of review work,
not a verdict on all human review.”

At the end of each weekly review, update the shared record introduced in
Chapter 15. It gives the next team a usable starting point and makes the
next decision easier to improve.

Days 46-75: Test the Operating Result

Test ordinary variation, not only a favorable example. Ask whether another
qualified person can find the context, understand the review condition, and
act on a material exception. Compare the pilot with the established route
without hiding rework or repair outside the new flow.

Run the workflow under ordinary conditions, including ordinary volume and
the exceptions that make the work consequential. Do not protect the pilot
so carefully that it never meets the reality it is supposed to improve. Is the
result stable beyond an unusually good week? Is one person still rescuing
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the flow? Has capacity really been released when inputs—time, labor, cost,
waiting, and management attention—are compared with outcomes—
volume, quality, rework, customer response, and retained knowledge?

This is also the point to compare the pilot with the established process
honestly. Ask whether the old process carried unrecorded judgment that
the pilot still depends on. Ask whether a faster step created a new queue
elsewhere. Ask whether the people doing the work have begun to route
difficult cases around the pilot. A comparison that ignores these effects
does not show capacity; it shows only that the visible part of the work
changed.

Assess four signals together: the intended outcome; an error or
consequence signal; the workload and delay moved elsewhere; and the
learning captured for the next case. The measures need not all be
numerical. Their purpose is to keep a dashboard from replacing the
operating conversation.

Days 76-90: Make the Decision

At the 90-day review, choose one of four outcomes: continue and deepen
within the boundary; revise the workflow, context, or review condition;
redesign the role or result boundary; or stop. The decision should name the
person who carries the next action, the evidence that supports it, and the
date of the next review.

Bring the same people back to the same one-page view. The process
owner presents operating evidence. The accountable executive decides
whether the business result justifies the next move. The CHRO assesses
role, capability, and performance implications. The CIO or technology lead
assesses whether the workflow and controls can support the decision. The
CEO arbitrates the trade-off only when it becomes enterprise-wide or
irreversible.
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Do not treat the end of the pilot as a presentation moment. Treat it as a
decision point. A pilot that stops can still leave a valuable record of what
the organization could not yet carry. A pilot that continues should leave a
clearer method, a visible accountability chain, and organizational memory
that the next process can use.

Before closing the review, state the authority boundary for the next cycle. If
the pilot deepens, which new case type may it take? If it revises, which
action is being narrowed or redesigned? If it stops, who is responsible for
retaining the lesson and informing the people affected? If it redesigns the
role or process, which accountable executive will decide the resource and
transition questions? A decision without these assignments simply moves
uncertainty into the next meeting.

Pilot Scorecard

Question Evidence to Review

Did the intended result Output quality, customer response, timeliness, or another
improve? stated condition.

What work moved or became Review burden, rework, waiting, coordination, and
harder? recovery work.

Which exceptions mattered? Case types, missing context, unclear authority, and failed
controls.

Is accountability visible? Named human core, review owner, escalation route, and
decision record.

What did the organization Rules, examples, corrections, exception patterns, and
retain? changed role expectations.

Questions for the 90-Day Review

1. Which result changed in a way the organization can
explain?
2. Which result did not change despite faster execution?
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3. Where did human judgment remain essential, and was
that judgment given the authority it needed?

4. What error, exception, or customer consequence taught
the team the most?

5. What did the organization retain so the next team will not
have to learn the same lesson again?

6. Does the evidence point toward lower cost, output, quality,
or redesign as the next capacity destination?

7. Is the named process owner still able to carry the
complete result, or has the consequence grown beyond
the unit’'s boundary?

What Not to Do in the First Pilot

Do not begin with the most politically sensitive workflow because it has the
largest apparent cost. Do not make the pilot team prove a financial return
before it has established a stable result. Do not expand the Al action while
the responsible person, review point, or escalation route remains unclear.
Do not treat a written plan as proof that the workflow now operates
differently.

Do not let a pilot survive by borrowing invisible work from the established
process. If experienced colleagues are quietly correcting difficult cases,
recording missing context, or repairing customer consequences outside the
new workflow, put that work on the review table. It may be necessary
support in the early stage, but it is not evidence that the new method is
ready.

Do not treat employee caution as a communications problem by default. If
people give generic descriptions, withhold the difficult exception, or route
important cases around the pilot, inspect the exchange the organization
has created. Are contributors visible? Does the process state how their
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context will be used? Is an error report likely to create punishment?
Improve the boundary, return mechanism, and authority design rather than
demanding more enthusiasm.

Do not confuse a high-quality demonstration with an operating method. A
prepared example often contains clean context, a known expected answer,
and a team ready to repair any defect. Ordinary work contains missing
information, competing priorities, handoffs, customers, and exceptions. A
pilot earns the right to deepen only after it meets enough ordinary variation
to show that the result boundary and repair path are real.

Do not let the cadence become a substitute for judgment. Ninety days is a
useful proposed operating window because it gives a team time to observe
a real cycle, but it is not a magic duration. Some processes will show a
stable result sooner; others will need longer because their consequence,
volume, or cycle time is different. The right question is whether the
organization has evidence to decide, not whether a calendar date has
arrived.

When the evidence is mixed, state what is mixed. A result may improve
while review burden rises. A team may discover useful context while finding
that the current decision boundary is too weak. A capacity gain may be real
but not yet large enough to justify a staffing choice. These are not failures
of measurement. They are the conditions an accountable executive must
weigh. The decision record should preserve the trade-off instead of forcing
a premature yes-or-no story.

A One-Page Decision Record

Process and result. State the process, the recipient of the result, and the
condition the team was trying to improve.

Boundary. State which cases the workflow handled, which remained in the
established process, and what the Al-supported action could not decide.
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Evidence. Record the result observed, the most important exception, the
relevant input or outcome signal, and any unrecorded work that the
comparison exposed.

Judgment and authority. Name the person who carried the result, the
review condition, the decision that required human judgment, and the
escalation route used or still missing.

Learning. List the rule, context, example, correction, or role change that
another person can reuse. If nothing is reusable, explain why the method is
still too dependent on local expertise.

Decision. Choose continue and deepen, revise, redesign, or stop. Name
the next role, the next boundary, and the date on which the evidence will
be reviewed again.

173



Notes and Sources

Endnotes

1. Ben Armstrong and Julie Shah, Humans in the Loop: The Evolution
of Work in Early Experiments with Generative Al (MIT Industrial
Performance Center, 8 April 2026), official publication page. The

report describes early experiments across more than 20 companies
in four industry groups. It does not establish a general outcome for
all firms or prescribe a task-by-task redesign.

2. Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension, with a foreword by Amartya
Sen (University of Chicago Press, 2009), publisher record. Polanyi’s

work supports the bounded proposition that tacit knowing exceeds
what a person can fully articulate. It does not establish what Al can
or cannot learn, or prove an organizational-performance result.

3. OECD, The Knowledge-Based Economy, OCDE/GD(96)102 (Paris:
OECD, 1996), official PDF. The report distinguishes know-what,
know-why, know-how, and know-who. It is a 1996 policy
classification, not a current standard or evidence about present-day
Al capability.

4. Ikujiro Nonaka and Hirotaka Takeuchi, The Knowledge-Creating
Company: How Japanese Companies Create the Dynamics of
Innovation (Oxford University Press, 1995),
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780195092691.001.0001. Their
account gives a central role to converting tacit and explicit
knowledge. It is not evidence that an Al workflow captures tacit
knowledge or improves performance.
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https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/T/bo6035368.html
https://one.oecd.org/document/OCDE/GD%2896%29102/En/pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780195092691.001.0001

5. Madeleine Clare Elish, “Moral Crumple Zones: Cautionary Tales in
Human-Robot Interaction,” Engaging Science, Technology, and
Society 5 (2019): 40-60, https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2019.260. The
concept describes responsibility being misattributed to a human with
limited control over an automated or autonomous system. It is not a

settled regulatory rule, and it does not make every human review
point a moral crumple zone.

6. Filippo Santoni de Sio and Jeroen van den Hoven, “Meaningful
Human Control over Autonomous Systems: A Philosophical
Account,” Frontiers in Robotics and Al 5, article 15 (2018),
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2018.00015. The paper argues that
mere human presence is insufficient for meaningful human control.
Its original context includes autonomous systems; it is neither a legal
rule nor a universal enterprise-control design.

7. Jacob Beck, Stephanie Eckman, Christoph Kern, and Frauke
Kreuter, “Bias in the Loop: How Humans Evaluate Al-Generated
Suggestions,” Harvard Data Science Review 8, no. 2 (Spring 2026),
https://doi.org/10.1162/99608f92.0e98898d. In a randomized
experiment with 2,784 participants reviewing Al-extracted
greenhouse-gas values from corporate reports, correction burden

and attitudes toward Al affected acceptance and correction behavior.
It is not evidence that all human review is unreliable or a study of
enterprise accountability approvals in general.

8. John Lunney and Sue Lueder, “Postmortem Culture: Learning from
Failure,” in Site Reliability Engineering: How Google Runs
Production Systems, ed. Betsy Beyer, Chris Jones, Jennifer Petoff,
and Niall Richard Murphy, chapter 15 (O’Reilly Media, 2016), official
chapter. The chapter describes recording incident impact, mitigation,
causes, and follow-up actions intended to prevent recurrence. Its
blameless framing is an engineering-practice precedent, not
validation of an Al-governance, employment, disciplinary, safety, or
legal process.
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https://sre.google/sre-book/postmortem-culture/
https://sre.google/sre-book/postmortem-culture/

Intellectual Context

These sources locate adjacent questions. They do not decide a firm’s
authority boundary, workforce choice, customer promise, or legal duty.

Tacit knowledge. Polanyi, Nonaka and Takeuchi, and the OECD
knowledge framework help distinguish a document from the contextual
judgment that later work still needs. The book does not treat them as proof
that Al can capture tacit knowledge or improve a company outcome.

Human control and responsibility. Elish’s moral-crumple-zone account
and Santoni de Sio and van den Hoven’s work on meaningful human
control sharpen one recurring question: a person near an automated
decision is not necessarily the person with the information, authority, or
correction path to carry its consequence.

Learning after failure. The SRE postmortem tradition informs the book’s
emphasis on recording impact, correction, and follow-up so that the next
workflow changes. It is an operating precedent, not a legal, employment, or
safety rule.

Work redesign and organizational capability. Armstrong and Shah'’s
early experiments and Beck and colleagues’ review-behavior study help
frame task shifts and correction burden. They do not prescribe a universal
role design or accountability model.
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