
  

 

treat transformation as a people program with some technology attached. That 
framing is now out of date. AI is no longer sitting next to the workflow as a helpful 
side tool. It is moving into the workflow itself. That changes the question. The 
enterprise is no longer just asking how to help people work better. It is deciding how 
work gets done across humans, software, and increasingly agentic systems. 
Microsoft’s 2025 Work Trend Index lays out that progression clearly: AI starts as an 
assistant, becomes a digital colleague, and moves toward a model where humans set 
direction while agents take on larger parts of workflows and business processes. 
Microsoft supports that view with survey data from 31,000 workers in 31 countries, 
LinkedIn labor trends, and Microsoft 365 productivity signals. 

 

That is not just another tech upgrade. It is a change in how execution is organized. 
Once AI starts retrieving context, drafting outputs, triaging requests, routing work, 
generating recommendations, or taking bounded actions inside the process, 
workforce transformation stops being mainly a training and change-management 
exercise. It becomes a work-design challenge. The question is no longer just whether 
people know how to use the tools. The question is who does which parts of the 
work, under what rules, and with what oversight. McKinsey’s March 2025 State of AI 
survey points the same way. The companies creating real value are not just giving 
more people access to models. They are redesigning workflows, tightening 
governance, addressing more risks, and putting senior leaders in positions that can 
enforce operating discipline. McKinsey specifically calls out workflow redesign as 
one of the practices linked to bottom-line impact from generative AI. 

That shift forces harder enterprise decisions. Which work must stay human-led 
because it depends on accountable judgment, discretion, or escalation authority? 
Which work should be AI-assisted because machine speed, pattern recognition, or 
retrieval materially improve execution? Which work can be delegated under clear 
thresholds and supervision? Those are operating-model decisions before they are 
training decisions. They determine where governance sits, how workflows are 
rebuilt, where telemetry is required, and where humans must keep visible 
intervention rights. That framing is an enterprise inference, 
but it is strongly supported by the direction of both the 
Microsoft and McKinsey evidence: real value shows up  
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Why better human-AI teaming, not simple replacement, will define 
the next performance edge. 

The next performance advantage will not come from loading more artificial intelligence 
into the process and expecting it to magically perform. The next advantage will come from 
structuring the relationship between human judgment and artificial intelligence capability 
more astutely than the competition. Too many artificial intelligence strategies start with a 
substitution mind-set: what can we substitute, what tasks will we take off the human, and 
what parts of labor will we compress, trim, and quietly circumvent. That’s a limited way to 
think, and at this point in the game, it’s also an uncreative way to think. The emerging 
advantage is in how we divide labor between humans and artificial intelligence in a way 
that improves decision quality, speed, and cross-function output within the same operating 
process. This article refers to this design issue as Human-AI Teaming. This is a synthesis 
word in this series of articles and not an externally recognized word. The underlying 
phenomenon is well supported in the research: Enterprises are increasingly finding their 
advantage not in eliminating the human but in structuring the relationship between the 
human and artificial intelligence. 

Microsoft’s 2025 Work Trend Index makes this direction rather hard to ignore. Microsoft’s 
own description of the future states, “Organizations are shifting towards human-agent 
teams. Leaders will need to calibrate a new human-agent ratio.” That’s a rather big shift in 
the logic of the enterprise, as it’s a shift in the question being asked. Once the question 
being asked is no longer simply how to deploy AI, but how many agents should there be in 
a workflow, how many humans should there be to guide those agents, where should human 
judgment need to be dominant, and where should the process be able to speed up on its 
own, then we’re no longer talking about tool adoption. We’re talking about something 
much bigger. We’re talking about how the work is being structured. That’s why Human-AI 
Teaming should be at the core of workforce transformation, not tacked on as a change 
management appendage. It’s becoming the surface on which execution is designed. 

The strongest evidence that supports that assertion comes from the Procter & Gamble field 
experiment that was conducted and published as a working paper by the National Bureau 
of Economic Research and summarized by Harvard Business School. In that study, the 
individual using generative AI was able to perform at a level similar to teams that didn’t 
use AI, and teams that did use AI were able to achieve the highest level of results. This fact 
in and of itself should cause organizational leaders to think twice before repeating the 
tired narrative that AI is replacing teamwork. But the more intriguing finding is what the 
study discovered in the output of the collaboration. The study discovered that the output 
of the collaboration was more balanced in terms of the perspectives that are typically 
separated, such as the technical and commercial perspectives. This is important because it 
indicates that the output is not just faster, not just more or less expensive, but that the 
output is actually affecting the way the collaboration is put together. In the right 
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circumstances, the use of AI is not just helping the individual complete the same task more 
quickly; it is affecting the composition of the team and the perspectives that are brought to 
the collaboration. 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s (MIT) Sloan’s research on the future of AI, 
specifically their 2025 report, provides a much-needed nuance that leaders usually don’t 
have the time for when they’re too busy announcing utopia or layoffs. They found that AI is 
more likely to augment rather than replace human laborers. The best combinations of 
humans and AI occur when humans are doing something AI does less well, and in content 
creation. Well,  this is good news for those of us who don’t want to immediately start 
assuming the best way to use AI is to throw it the hardest job. The report’s finding is useful 
in part because it challenges this rather simplistic way of thinking. MIT’s report found that 
the combination of humans and AI isn’t always the best. In some decision-making 
scenarios, the combination of humans and AI actually does worse than either of those two 
solutions on their own. This is a very important finding, and it should be a ruining force for 
a lot of bad slide presentations. It suggests that the combination of humans and AI isn’t a 
slogan, a feeling, or a guiding principle. It’s a thing that requires engineering. It’s 
something the enterprise needs to figure out. Where should AI be used to extend human 
capabilities? Where should AI be used to speed up human capabilities? Where should AI be 
used to augment human judgment? Where should AI be used with human judgment at all? 

The above conclusion is reinforced by another approach in Stanford’s 2025 explanation on 
AI complementarity. According to this approach, complementarity is defined as the ability 
and need for AI to complement rather than replace humans. This definition is good because 
it explains why this combination is important in the first place. On one hand, humans offer 
context, interpretation, accountable judgment, ethical reasoning, tacit knowledge, and 
exception handling. On the other hand, AI offers speed, retrieval, pattern recognition, 
drafting, synthesis, and optimization. These two lists do not share many similarities, and 
it’s not right to assume they do because that’s how organizations often find themselves in 
a state of confusion and very confident errors. These two lists offer different capabilities 
that need to be used differently at different times in the process. There are times in a 
process that require interpretation before action. There are times in a process that require 
scale before review. There are times in a process that require generation before judgment. 
There are times in a process that require judgment before machine acceleration. This is 
why this combination requires attention in the first place. When left to local improvisation, 
this combination usually results in inconsistent performance, shaky trust calibration, 
muddled accountability, and intervention rights that nobody ever defined until they break. 

A robust model of Human-AI Teaming will require five elements. The first of those elements 
is role partitioning. The enterprise will have to define what the person owns, what the AI 
owns, and what they co-produce. If nobody can define it, then nobody owns it. The second 
is handoff design. The timing of when the AI is introduced is very important. Too early, it 
can actually narrow thinking, anchor the user, and overwhelm the process with too much 
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output. Too late, it can actually add very little. The third is trust calibration. The user will 
have to know when to trust it, when to verify it,  and when to distrust it. Blind trust is bad, 
but reflexive distrust can be very expensive. The fourth is dynamic allocation. The optimal 
split will vary by complexity, by risk, by confidence, by workload, and by the consequences 
of error. The f ifth is joint performance measurement. The leadership of the enterprise will 
have to measure the entire system, not treat labor metrics and software metrics as two 
separate worlds that never touch. The question is not whether the person was efficient, 
nor whether the AI was fast. The question is did the combination result in better decisions, 
better outputs, better execution. None of those elements are automatically present just 
because the AI is present. 

This is the practical meaning of the title. The pairing is the advantage. Organizations that 
get this right will not simply have more AI, more licenses, and more internal pilots. They 
will have better-designed collaboration between human judgment and machine capability. 
They will understand where the human leads, where the machine assists, where they co-
produce, where they must review, and where they need to make the design of the process 
even more precise because the cost of error is too high. They will understand that the 
design of team collaboration is not just about efficiency. It’s also about accountability, 
confidence, escalation, and who gets the final say when the system produces something 
plausible but wrong. This is a more sustainable advantage than having more access to the 
tools, as access will diffuse rapidly and market-wide availability will tend to drive all 
differentiators to zero. Well-designed pairing will not diffuse nearly so quickly. It will 
depend on design, management discipline, operating judgment, and the willingness to 
make design choices that many organizations will want to leave fuzzy. 

In the next phase of workforce transformation, enterprises that engineer the pairing with 
precision will outperform enterprises that merely install more AI and call that a strategy. 
One group will be redesigning execution. The other will be counting licenses and 
congratulating itself for modernity. Those aren’t the same thing, and the performance gap 
between them is likely to widen. The companies that win here won’t be the ones with the 
loudest claims about automation. They’ll be the ones that understand where human 
judgment creates leverage, where machine capability creates leverage, and how to 
combine the two without blurring responsibility or degrading quality. That’s the real shift 
underway. Not more AI in the abstract. Better pairing in the actual work. 


