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Why Only 15% of Companies Are Transforming with AI

The WEF surveyed 450+ executives across industries. Only 15% have moved beyond pilots to
fundamentally redesign how their businesses operate. Those 15% report 2.4× greater productivity
and 2.5× higher revenue growth. The gap is compounding.

The WEF/Accenture report "Organizational Transformation in the Age of AI" (March 2026) surveyed more than
450 executives across industries and geographies. Its central finding is precise: only 15% of organizations have
moved beyond AI pilots to fundamentally redesign how their businesses operate.

The other 85% are not failing at AI. They are running experiments, launching use cases, and reporting
incremental gains. But they are not transforming. And the distance between those two positions is growing.

01 — The Four Stages of AI Adoption

The WEF identifies four distinct stages through which organizations progress. Most executives can locate their
organization on this map with reasonable accuracy. Most are also stuck at the same place.

Stage 1 ("Aware") and Stage 2 ("Piloting") are now near-universal. 95% of organizations have acknowledged AI
as a strategic priority. 65% have run experiments. Both are cheap to achieve — they require no operating model
changes, no reallocation of decision rights, no commitment to outcomes.

Stage 3 ("Scaling") is where the architecture of most AI programmes is exposed. Scaling is not about running
more pilots. It is about embedding AI into the actual flow of work: changing how decisions are made, who is
accountable for AI outputs, and what happens when AI is wrong. Most organizations at Stage 2 are running
pilots with no clear mandate to scale. The gap between Stage 2 and Stage 3 is not a technology problem. It is a
decision problem.

Stage 4 ("Transforming") is not a technology milestone at all. It is an organizational one. The 15% who have
reached it have redesigned core operating models around AI — not added AI to the existing model.

02 — Why the Gap Is Widening

The productivity difference between Stage 4 organizations and the rest is not marginal. The WEF reports 2.4
times greater productivity and 2.5 times higher revenue growth for organizations with AI embedded in core
operations.

These are structural advantages, not one-time gains. An organization that has redesigned its operating model
around AI builds organizational knowledge through every automated decision. Each interaction improves the
system. Each exception becomes training signal. Organizations still running pilots accumulate knowledge in
slide decks.
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WPP's deployment of WPP Open illustrates the compounding effect. By embedding AI across creative
production, WPP reduced time spent on non-essential tasks by 20%, increased creative capacity by 25%, and
improved overall productivity by 29%. These gains are not attributable to the technology alone. They are
attributable to the workflow redesign that made the technology operational.

Late movers face an increasingly asymmetric challenge. The 15% are not just ahead — they are moving faster
each quarter.

03 — Three Structural Decisions That Separate the 15%

The WEF's analysis of organizations in Stage 4 identifies a consistent pattern. Three decisions appear in almost
every case.

Clear business ownership. AI outcomes are owned by business unit leaders, not IT or data science teams. The
accountable executive is the one whose P&L the AI output affects. This shifts AI from an experimental project to
an operational commitment.

Workflow redesign, not pilot expansion. Stage 4 organizations do not run more pilots. They redesign the
process around the AI system — removing manual steps, redirecting human attention to exceptions, and
updating governance to reflect the new decision architecture. Ford's FordPass Mobile App engaged 300,000
customers with AI-personalised interactions in three weeks, achieving a 26% conversion rate. That outcome
required Ford's business teams to own the interaction model, not just approve a technology experiment.

Sustained capability investment. The gap between Stage 2 and Stage 4 is measured in capability, not
compute. Organizations in Stage 4 have invested in leaders who understand how to govern AI outcomes, teams
that can redesign processes around AI, and governance structures that allow AI to act while keeping humans
accountable for results.

None of these decisions are technology decisions.

04 — What Transformation Actually Requires

The organizations in the 15% are not running AI programmes. They are running governance and programme
architecture initiatives that happen to use AI as the execution layer.

The technology works. At this point, that question is largely settled. The open question is whether the operating
model can absorb it. The organizations failing to scale have deployed AI into an unchanged model — the same
approval chains, the same ownership structures, the same tolerance for ambiguity. The model does not change
because AI arrives. The model has to be changed first.

This is the precise gap that ArkOne's engagement model is designed to close. The Black Book consulting
framework starts not with technology selection but with operating model redesign: defining accountability,
restructuring decision rights, and building the governance architecture required before AI can be embedded at
scale.



The question for leadership is not "does AI work?" The evidence is settled. The question is: which operating
model changes are you prepared to commit to — and which constraints are you prepared to remove — to stop
being part of the 85%.

For a synthesis of what separates AI leaders from followers across all five transformation domains, see Five
Principles That Separate AI Leaders from AI Followers.



Five Principles of AI-Transforming Companies

WEF research on 450+ executives reveals five principles shared by the 15% transforming with AI.
Organizational discipline separates leaders from followers.

The WEF/Accenture "Organizational Transformation in the Age of AI" (March 2026) was a study of more than 450
executives across industries. Its data on the 15% of organizations fundamentally transforming with AI — versus
the 85% running pilots — converges on a clear pattern.

The differentiator is not the technology they use. It is the organizational discipline with which they deploy it. Five
principles appear consistently across the organizations achieving transformation-scale outcomes.

01 — Human Accountability at Scale: From Human-in-the-Loop to Human-in-the-
Lead

The most common misunderstanding in AI governance is equating "human oversight" with "human in the loop."
Human-in-the-loop means a person reviews AI outputs before action is taken. In high-volume, real-time AI
applications, this is not scalable — and organizations that attempt it end up with either slow AI or superficial
human review.

Human-in-the-lead is different. It means humans define the boundaries within which AI acts, own the outcomes
that AI produces, and maintain clear accountability — even when AI acts autonomously within those guardrails.
The human is not approving each decision. The human is responsible for the system that makes decisions.

Our analysis of agentic CX shows what this looks like in practice: Visa's AI agents complete purchases
autonomously within pre-authorized rules set by the customer. The customer is in the lead — they defined the
guardrails. Visa is in the lead — they own the outcome. No human reviewed each transaction. Every human in
the system is accountable for the framework.

02 — End-to-End Operating Model Redesign: From Functional Efficiency to Outcome
Ownership

Isolated AI deployments improve individual functions. They do not transform organizations. The distinction is
one of scope: functional AI optimizes a step in a process; end-to-end redesign reimagines the process around
what AI makes possible.

Our analysis of operations shows Allied Systems achieving 10% OEE improvement not by optimizing individual
machines but by redesigning coordination across the entire production system. Our analysis of R&D shows
Insilico Medicine compressing the drug discovery timeline not by accelerating individual lab steps but by
redesigning the entire hypothesis-to-preclinical process around AI-first workflows.
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In both cases, the transformation-scale outcome was a consequence of end-to-end redesign. The organizations
that redeploy AI use case by use case — without redesigning the workflows connecting them — accumulate
incremental gains but never close the gap with the 15%.

03 — Scalable Talent Systems: Aligning Incentives and Roles

AI at scale requires a workforce that can work alongside it — not just use it as a tool. The organizations leading
in AI transformation have redesigned their talent systems around four capabilities that did not exist as formal
roles five years ago.

AI product owners define what AI systems can decide autonomously, set the guardrails, and own the
outcomes. They are accountable for AI behaviour, not just AI deployment.

Workflow architects redesign processes around AI capabilities — eliminating steps that AI makes redundant
and restructuring human work around what AI cannot do.

Model stewards monitor AI systems in production, track performance against expectations, detect drift, and
manage the feedback loop between AI outputs and model improvement.

Human-AI orchestrators manage teams in which humans and agents share a task queue — allocating work
across both, managing escalation pathways, and ensuring humans remain accountable for AI-handled
outcomes.

Repsol's scale-out of 22 agents across 38 use cases, with plans to expand to 90 agents and 3,000 IT
employees, is only operationally coherent because the company has built the human governance layer — the AI
product owners, workflow architects, and orchestrators — that these roles require. Our analysis of the talent
shift covers this transition in detail.

04 — Transparency-Driven Trust: Governance as an Execution Enabler

The organizations that deploy AI most effectively treat trust not as a sentiment but as an engineered property.
They design transparency into AI systems from the outset: clear explanations of what AI is doing and why,
visible escalation rules, and mechanisms for the humans responsible for outcomes to understand AI behaviour
without reviewing every decision.

Essity's deployment of agentic AI across procurement and finance demonstrates the trust-building loop in
practice. The system processes routine decisions autonomously. When it encounters an exception — a
transaction that falls outside its decision authority — the exception is routed to a human reviewer. The reviewer's
decision becomes a training signal, improving the system's future accuracy. Over time, the human review load
decreases as the system learns. The loop is transparent: humans can see what the AI is doing, why it escalated,
and how their decisions are incorporated.

This is the model that our analysis of strategic planning describes as execution-linked steering: AI continuously
monitors the gap between strategic assumptions and operational reality, flagging drift to human decision-
makers in real time. The human is not supervising every data point. The human trusts the system because the
system's logic is visible and its escalation criteria are defined.



05 — Disciplined Experimentation: Safe Failures That Compound

The fifth principle is the one most directly connected to the 15% gap. Most organizations have run AI
experiments. Most experiments have produced positive results at the pilot scale. Most have not scaled. The
failure mode is not experimentation — it is the absence of a structured mechanism for turning experimental
learning into organizational knowledge.

Claryo's approach to cross-site learning illustrates what disciplined experimentation looks like in practice. The
company uses AI to extract performance insights from individual production sites — identifying which local
adaptations produce better outcomes — and propagates those insights across the enterprise network. A floor
manager's intuition about a particular machine's behaviour is no longer local knowledge. It becomes an
organizational asset.

The distinguishing feature of organizations at Stage 4 is not that they run more experiments. It is that their
experiments are designed to fail safely — contained, measurable, informative — and that the learning from each
experiment is systematically captured and applied. Autonomy thresholds are adjusted based on real
performance data. The system's operating envelope expands as trust is earned.

These five principles are not a checklist. They are an integrated system. Human accountability gives AI agents a
defined operating envelope. End-to-end redesign ensures the operating envelope spans the full value chain.
Scalable talent systems ensure there are humans capable of operating within it. Transparency-driven trust
ensures the system's behaviour is auditable and improvable. Disciplined experimentation ensures the system
compounds rather than stalls.

The organizations that understand this are not asking whether AI works. They are asking how to build the
organizational architecture that makes AI compound. That question — and how to answer it — is precisely what
ArkOne's Black Book engagement model is designed to address.
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