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01

What Actually Changes When Al Is Native to a Workflow,
Not Bolted onto One

A chatbot added to a service page is not an Al-native workflow. It answers questions a visitor would have
typed into a search box anyway, then hands the same lead to the same intake form and the same
account manager who worked the queue last quarter. Nothing about who does the work, who decides, or
when a human steps in has moved. The team can point to the widget in a board deck as evidence of
"using Al," but the underlying process — the one that actually determines how fast a lead gets a real
answer — is untouched. That gap between visible Al and structural change is where most Al initiatives
quietly stall.

Al-native means the workflow itself was redrawn around what a model can now do reliably, and around
what it still can't. That starts with reassigning decision rights: who approves the first draft, who is
accountable when the model gets something wrong, and at what point a person has to look at the output
before it moves forward. It also means changing inputs — a model needs an approved knowledge base,
a style guide it can be checked against, and a defined scope of what it's allowed to say on the company's

behalf. None of that is optional configuration; it is the actual redesign work, and skipping it is why so
many Al rollouts produce faster drafts and the same error rate as before.

This isn't just a theoretical distinction. McKinsey's global survey research on enterprise Al adoption has
repeatedly found that redesigning how a workflow runs — not just introducing the tool — is the factor
most closely tied to organizations actually seeing bottom-line impact from generative Al, and that only a
minority of companies report having done that kind of redesign at all, even years into adoption.

Al bolted onto the old process Al-native redesign

Where Al sits

Who does the work

Ownership

Failure handling

What gets measured

Added at the end, e.g. a chatbot widget
on an otherwise unchanged page

Same people do the same tasks, plus a

new tool to check

No named owner for the Al output or its
failure modes

Errors surface downstream, often with
a customer or in production

Adoption ("we use Al now") or raw
usage volume

Placed at the specific step where it
changes a decision or a handoff

Roles are reassigned: drafting effort
drops, review and source maintenance
rise

A named owner for the prompt and
workflow logic, separate from the
reviewer

A review gate is designed to catch
errors before they leave the workflow

Cycle time, correction rate, and cost
per finished unit of output
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02
Where Al Removes a Step, and Where It Just Moves the
Work Downstream

Some tasks genuinely disappear. Pulling structured facts out of a spreadsheet into a brief, reformatting a
transcript into a summary, checking a draft against a style guide for banned terms — a model does these
in seconds, and no one has to do them by hand again. That is a real step removed, not a relocation,
because the task had one correct output and a person was previously doing mechanical work to produce
it. Most of the genuine time savings in a content or research pipeline live in this category: retrieval,
reformatting, and rule-based checking, where the ambiguity is low enough that a mistake is easy to
catch.

Writing a first draft is a different case. The model didn't remove the drafting step so much as move the
human's effort from producing the sentence to judging it — a real change in labor, not a reduction of it.
Anthropic's own usage data from its Economic Index shows this split clearly: in enterprise API traffic,
where businesses have built Al directly into their own systems, 77% of interactions were classified as
automation — the model completing the task end to end — against just 12% collaborative augmentation,
meaning most enterprise deployments are betting on full delegation rather than iterative human
refinement. Whether that bet holds depends entirely on whether the review step downstream is built to
catch what the model gets wrong.

That review step is easy to build badly. A 2025 study of nearly 2,800 participants evaluating Al-generated
suggestions found that requiring people to correct flagged Al errors paradoxically reduced their
engagement with the task and increased the rate at which they accepted wrong suggestions anyway —
attitude toward Al predicted error-catching better than any demographic factor, and people already
skeptical of automation caught more mistakes than people inclined to trust it. The lesson isn't that review
doesn't work; it's that turning a person into a rubber stamp at the end of a pipeline produces worse
catching than giving them a real, structured decision to make.

° Removed: the task had one correct output and no judgment call — data extraction, format conversion,
transcription cleanup.

Relocated: the task produces multiple plausible outputs and someone still has to pick or fix one —
first-draft writing, lead-scoring narratives, ad copy variants.

° Warning sign: a role's logged count of "Al checks completed" rises while its reported workload feels
lighter — that mismatch usually means review has become passive.

The model didn't remove the drafting step so much as move the human's effort from
producing the sentence to judging it — a real change in labor, not a reduction of it.
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03

Who Owns the Prompts, Who Reviews the Output, and
What a Marketing-Ops-for-Al Role Actually Does

Every Al-touched workflow needs two distinct owners, and conflating them is one of the more common
mistakes. One person owns the prompt, the context sources, and the workflow logic — the equivalent of
owning a process document, except this one is executable. A second person, ideally with domain
expertise the first doesn't need, reviews what the workflow actually produces and has the authority to kill
a bad output before it ships. When one person holds both roles, they end up grading their own
homework, and drift in either the prompt or the output goes unnoticed until a customer or a search engine
notices it first.

In practice, this shows up as a marketing-ops-for-Al function, and it's smaller than the title implies —
often one person spanning several workflows rather than a full team. Day to day, it means maintaining
the library of approved prompts and workflows with a named owner and a documented use case per
entry, tracking the correction rate for each active workflow, updating source material when the underlying
facts change — pricing, product names, published case studies — and deciding whether a recurring
edge case needs a new rule or stays a one-off human override. It is closer to running an assembly line's
quality function than to prompt engineering as a standalone skKill.

°  Own and version the prompt and workflow library, with a named accountable person per workflow.
° Track correction rate per workflow on a standing cadence, not just at launch.

° Refresh approved context sources — pricing, policy, case studies — on a fixed schedule rather than
ad hoc.

Decide when a recurring edge case becomes a new rule versus staying a one-time human override.

It is closer to running an assembly line's quality function than to prompt engineering
as a standalone skill.

04

A Worked Example: Redesigning Content Production From
Research to Publish

Take a content pipeline that runs from topic research to a published page, and redesign it step by step
instead of dropping a writing assistant into the middle of an unchanged process. The brief still starts with

a person: a content lead approves the topic and the angle, because deciding what's worth writing about is
a judgment call a model has no basis for making. From there, the workflow changes shape.
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The step that actually disappeared is manual source-gathering and first-pass formatting. The step that
moved is judgment: an editor who used to spend most of their time producing sentences now spends
most of it verifying them against a fixed checklist, at the one point in the pipeline — before publish —
where a mistake is still cheap to catch. That single named checkpoint is what keeps this from becoming a
bolted-on tool with a review step nobody actually enforces.

° Research pass: the model pulls from an approved source list — internal docs, already-reviewed
competitor coverage, and a maintained fact ledger — into a structured brief, rather than an open web
search with no citation trail.

° Draft: the model writes against that brief, the house style guide, and a list of claims that require a
traceable source, flagging anywhere it lacks one instead of inventing a plausible-sounding fill-in.

° Human checkpoint: an editor with subject expertise reviews the draft against three checks before it
enters the publish queue — every factual claim traces to an approved source, the voice matches the
site's established register, and nothing implies a result that was never verified.

° Structured correction: edits are logged by category — sourcing, voice, factual error, structure — rather
than accepted as a clean diff, so a rising error category shows up as a pattern instead of disappearing
into the next draft.

° Publish, then a scheduled recheck against actual search and reader performance at a fixed interval,
feeding back into what the next research pass pulls.

The step that actually disappeared is manual source-gathering and first-pass
formatting.

05
The Governance Baseline This Playbook Assumes

None of the above works without a governance layer underneath it, and this playbook assumes one is
already in place rather than re-explaining it in full. At minimum: permissions that limit which workflows
can act on customer data or public-facing content without review, a review gate calibrated to risk — a
blog draft and an automated pricing email do not need the same level of scrutiny — and an audit trail that
records what the model was given, what it produced, and who approved it. A companion implementation
guide on this site walks through that governance model end to end, including how to set permission tiers
and design the audit trail; treat it as the prerequisite to the role and workflow redesign described here, not
an optional add-on.
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06

How to Tell the Redesign Actually Worked, Not Just Got
Faster

"We use Al now" is not a metric, and neither is raw output volume — a team can publish three times as
much and still lose money on every piece if the correction and rework cost quietly tripled alongside it. The
right measurements sit downstream of adoption, at the level of what the workflow actually costs and
produces, before and after the redesign, over the same time window.

Three numbers do most of the work. Cycle time, measured wall-clock from trigger to done rather than
active work time, because queue time between stages — a draft sitting in review for nine days — is
usually the dominant cost, not the writing itself. Correction rate, the share of an Al-produced draft or
recommendation that a human had to change before it shipped, tracked per workflow over time rather
than as a one-time launch number, since a rising rate is the earliest signal that a prompt, a source, or a
model version has drifted. And fully loaded cost per finished unit of output — including review time, tool
cost, and rework — compared against the pre-redesign baseline for the same unit of work.

Cycle time (wall-clock, trigger to done) — watch specifically for queue time between stages, not just
active work time.

Correction rate (share of output a human changed before it shipped) — track per workflow over time;
a rising trend means something upstream drifted.

Fully loaded cost per finished unit — includes review and rework time, not just the tool's subscription
cost.

07

The Tool Will Get Replaced. The Workflow Redesign Is
What Should Survive It.

Klarna's 2024 customer-service rollout is a clear public example of an organization building around a
tool's current capability rather than the underlying process. The company's Al assistant handled roughly
three-quarters of customer chats and was credited with work equivalent to 700 support agents, framed
publicly as the future of the function. By 2025, the CEO was reversing course and hiring humans back,
saying the cost savings had come at a real quality cost and that customers needed the reliable option of
reaching a person. The tool worked; the organization had restructured itself around what one Al system
could do at that moment, rather than around a process that could flex once the tool's limits showed up in
production.

The mistake teams make more often than they realize is designing a workflow to match a specific
vendor's interface and defaults — this platform's approval screen, that model's context window, this
agent framework's way of chaining steps — instead of designing the decision logic first and treating the
tool as a replaceable component underneath it. Anthropic's own engineering guidance on building Al
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systems makes a related point from the builder's side: start with the simplest system that solves the
actual problem, and add complexity only when a simpler one demonstrably falls short, because the goal
was never the most sophisticated system — it was the right one for the job.

In practice, that means writing down a workflow's decision rules, checkpoints, and data contracts
somewhere that isn't a specific tool's configuration panel — a runbook, a shared doc, whatever the team
will actually maintain — so that replacing the underlying model or switching vendors is a configuration
change to an existing process, not a rebuild from scratch. The tool a team is using this year will not be
the one it uses in three. Whether that matters much depends entirely on whether anyone wrote down the
process it was running, independent of the tool's name.

Key Takeaways

° Redesign a workflow's ownership and checkpoints before evaluating any Al tool — bolting a chatbot
onto an unchanged process moves where labor sits, not whether output quality improves.

° Expect Al to shift effort from producing a first draft to reviewing one, not to remove the review step
outright — build the review step deliberately rather than assuming it disappears.

° Assign a named owner for each Al-touched workflow's prompts and source material, separate from
the person who reviews its outputs, before that workflow goes live.

° Track cycle time, correction rate, and fully loaded cost per finished unit of output before and after a
redesign — a lower headline cost alongside a rising correction rate is not a win.

° Document a workflow's decision logic and checkpoints somewhere outside any single vendor's tool,
so replacing the model or platform is a configuration change, not a full rebuild.
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