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A department head opens a new requisition. The title is the same one the team has posted for three
years. The core duties are mostly copied from the last posting. But half of what this role does today
runs through a tool that didn't exist when that posting was first written. Whoever fills the seat will
spend a meaningful share of the week doing something the job description never mentions.

Multiply that gap across a few hundred roles and the cracks show up everywhere at once.

e Compensation levels that were built for an organization that no longer exists.
e Career ladders that still reward upward mobility vs. skill development.
e Managers who can't explain what is valued anymore.

Most leadership teams read this as a change management problem. Better prompts, a few pilots,

more patience while the organization catches up. That's part of it. But
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e A requisition sits open for months because nobody agrees what the role requires.

e Two people with the same title are doing meaningfully different work.

e Comp conversations turn into one-off negotiations because pay doesn't fit the job anymore.
e “Senior” stops meaning what it used to, once Al absorbs the tasks that level was built around.

None of this shows up on a dashboard right away. By the time it's visible in attrition or missed targets,

the architecture has usually been wrong for a while.

Why the Fix Starts Below the Job, Not Above It

Most job architecture starts in the wrong place. It describes roles: titles, levels, bands, reporting lines.
But recent MIT Sloan research on Al transformation makes a point worth sitting with. Once Al is doing

real work inside a role, the job stops being the right unit of analysis. The task is.



That reframe matters because two people can hold the same title and be doing almost entirely
different work, depending on which of their tasks Al has already taken on. A role redesigned around
outcomes and tasks can flex as that mix shifts. A role defined by a fixed list of duties can't. It just goes
stale. (MIT Sloan)

HBR has been tracking a similar shift. The same kind of process redesign that took over in the 1990s,
back when ERP systems and the internet rewired how work got done, is happening again. This time
it's driven by Al. The organizations getting real value aren't the ones layering Al onto an existing
process. They're the ones asking, task by task, what still needs a person, what doesn't, and how often

that answer needs revisiting.

That's the real definition of dynamic job architecture: not a yearly redesign, but a structure built to
keep asking that question.

Redesign Compounds. So Does Status Quo.

The upside of getting this right is bigger than most leadership teams expect. One recent case study of
a global services firm that redesigned a core process around Al, rather than bolting Al onto the
process it already had, cut workload by roughly 59% and costs by 40%. (MIT Sloan) That's not an

efficiency tweak. That's a different operating model.

The downside compounds just as fast. One Fast Company account describes a global technology

company that rolled out Microsoft Copilot to 60,000 employees across more than 200 countries and
found the technology wasn't the hard part. The workflows underneath it were. Leaders who treated
the rollout like a software update got login counts. Leaders who redesigned the underlying work got

the productivity gains.

The gap between Al pilots that stall and programs that scale usually isn't technical. It's structural, and

it's managerial.

What This Actually Requires of Leadership

None of this works without people. Redesigning tasks and rebuilding job architecture only sticks when
the people doing the work understand why it's changing, get a real say in how their roles evolve, and
have a manager equipped to walk them through it instead of just announcing it. Skip that part, and

even the best-designed architecture sits unused.

Qspired's Perspective

The future of work won't be defined by titles. It will be defined by how quickly an organization
can see its own work changing, and how well it rebuilds around that. That's what dynamic job
architecture is for.


https://mitsloan.mit.edu/ideas-made-to-matter/how-to-accelerate-ai-transformation
https://hbr.org/2023/03/how-ai-is-helping-companies-redesign-processes
https://www.brianheger.com/want-ai-driven-productivity-redesign-work-mit-sloan-management-review/
https://www.fastcompany.com/91441530/change-management-is-the-key-to-ai-success

