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MODULE 1 
The New Manager's Role: 

From Supervising People to Orchestrating Agents 

⏱  Estimated duration: 45 minutes 

📋  Level: Executive / Managerial 

🎯  LEARNING OBJECTIVE 

Upon completing this module, the participant will be able to define the AI Agent Manager 
role, differentiate it from traditional technical and functional profiles, identify the four 
levels of agentic autonomy and their supervision implications, and articulate the market 
argument that establishes the strategic urgency of this new role in organizations across 
any industry. 

 

1.1  The Paradigm Shift in Management 
For most of the twentieth century, management was synonymous with direct 
supervision: the manager defined tasks, assigned people, monitored performance, 
and corrected deviations. That model worked in a world where the greatest capacity 
for processing and execution resided exclusively in humans. That world no longer 
exists. In February 2026, Harvard Business Review (Srinivasan & Wei, "To Thrive in the AI 
Era, Companies Need Agent Managers") formally documented the emergence of a 
new managerial role: the AI Agent Manager. This is not a technical role or an IT profile. 
It is the professional who acts as the interface between business strategy and the 
execution of autonomous artificial intelligence systems — agents. The article argues, 
with evidence from multiple organizations that have deployed agents at scale, that 
the primary bottleneck is not the technology itself, but the absence of someone who 
knows how to govern it from the business perspective. 

The paradigm shift is structural, not cosmetic. MIT Sloan Professor Sinan Aral stated it 
plainly: "The agentic AI age is already here. We have agents deployed at scale in the 
economy to perform all kinds of tasks." What this means for management is that the 
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object of supervision has fundamentally changed: it is no longer only about 
coordinating the work of people, but about designing, activating, and governing 
systems that make decisions and execute actions autonomously, on behalf of the 
organization, with real consequences. This new object of management requires a new 
managerial profile — one that combines deep business domain knowledge with the 
ability to translate strategic objectives into precise operational instructions for 
intelligent agents. 

 

From Traditional Management to the Agentic Model 

 

Dimension Traditional Manager AI Agent Manager 

Supervision focus Execution of tasks by people Results generated by autonomous 
agents 

Core tool Meetings, reports, performance 
reviews 

Agent performance dashboards, logs, 
business metrics 

Key capability People leadership, motivation Instruction design, agentic governance 

Accountability 
object 

Human team Human + agent system 

Critical knowledge Management, communication, 
processes 

Business domain + governance design 

Intervention Direct, real-time By exception, defined by thresholds 
and rules 
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1.2  AI Agents, Chatbots, and Automation: A Critical Distinction for 
the Manager 
Before governing an AI agent, the AI Agent Manager must have absolute clarity about 
what an agent is — and what it is not. This distinction is not semantic: it defines the level 
of autonomy the system will have, the type of supervision it requires, and the scope of 
accountability the manager assumes. In today's organizational practice, the three 
terms are frequently used interchangeably, which generates incorrect expectations, 
poorly designed implementations, and costly governance failures. 

Dimension RPA Automation Chatbot AI Agent 

Decision-making Rules-based; no 
judgment 

Conversational 
responses; limited 
context 

Multi-step decisions in 
ambiguous scenarios 

Adaptability Fixed; requires 
reprogramming for 
changes 

Limited to training 
patterns 

Dynamic; adapts to new 
contexts 

Scope Single predefined task Point-in-time 
conversational 
interaction 

Complete processes that 
span departments 

Tool use One specific system or 
API 

Very limited Multiple tools, APIs, and 
databases autonomously 

Human 
intervention 

High: any exception 
stops it 

High: escalates 
frequently 

Minimal: intervenes only in 
manager-defined cases 

Primary 
accountability 

IT / Systems team Customer Experience 
team 

AI Agent Manager 

 

The 4 Levels of Agentic Autonomy: Supervision Implications 

One of the core competencies of the AI Agent Manager is the ability to correctly 
classify the autonomy level of each agent under management. This classification is 
not academic — it directly determines what supervision mechanisms are required, 
what risks are assumed, and what governance controls must be in place before 
authorizing the agent to operate in production. 
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Level Name Operational description Implication for the AI Agent 
Manager 

1 Assistance The agent suggests; the human 
decides and acts. E.g.: "The agent 
proposes three responses; the 
executive selects and sends." 

Human in the loop for every 
decision. Quality supervision of 
suggestions and adherence to 
business context. 

2 Automation Completes well-defined tasks without 
human intervention on each instance. 
E.g.: support ticket classification, 
standard report generation. 

Output quality monitoring. Define 
exception thresholds that trigger 
human review. 

3 Augmentation Combines tools, adapts its approach, 
and completes multi-step objectives. 
E.g.: researches a lead, updates the 
CRM, and generates a personalized 
email. 

Periodic review of the process and 
decisions taken. Quality audit — not 
of each action. Business metrics as 
the primary indicator. 

4 Full Autonomy Acts end-to-end without human 
confirmation on consequential 
processes. E.g.: autonomous 
management of critical infrastructure 
incidents. 

Maximum governance 
accountability. Define precise 
operational limits, escalation 
protocols, kill-switch criteria, and 
continuous audit. 

 

⚠ Critical Note for the Manager 

A common mistake is implementing a Level 4 agent while assuming the risk is equivalent to 
Level 2. The difference is exponential: at Level 4, the agent not only completes tasks — it makes 
consequential decisions autonomously. The AI Agent Manager is the professional who defines 
at which level each agent operates and what safeguards correspond to that level — before 
the agent enters production. 
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1.3 Business Domain Knowledge: The AI Agent Manager's 
Competitive Advantage 
The central premise that Harvard Business Review articulates in its foundational 
February 2026 article is counterintuitive for many executives accustomed to 
associating artificial intelligence with engineering and programming: the AI Agent 
Manager does not need to know how to code. What this professional needs, deeply 
and irreplaceably, is to know their business: its processes, customers, value metrics, 
failure points, and optimization opportunities. That knowledge — applied to designing 
precise instructions for agents — is exactly what technology cannot replace, and 
exactly what distinguishes successful agentic implementations from failed projects. 

The Product Manager Analogy: A Strategic Reference 

To understand the AI Agent Manager's role, HBR proposes a revealing historical 
analogy with the emergence of the Product Manager in technology companies. PMs 
do not code the products they define; instead, they articulate with precision what must 
be built, for whom, with what constraints, and how success will be measured. They 
translate business strategy into requirements that engineering teams execute. 
Without the PM, technical teams build solutions that are technically correct but 
strategically irrelevant. 

The parallel with the AI Agent Manager is precise. Without someone who defines what 
the agent must achieve, under what constraints, with what data, and how its success 
will be measured from the business perspective, technical teams build agents that 
function correctly from a technical standpoint but do not generate the expected 
impact — or worse, generate impact in the wrong direction. The AI Agent Manager is 
the bridge that prevents that misalignment. 
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The 6 Competencies of the AI Agent Manager — HBR Framework (Srinivasan & 
Wei, 2026) 

 

# Competency What it means in practice 

1 Strategic Direction Define what the agent must achieve, aligned with the area's business 
objectives. Translate an organizational KPI into a precise operational 
instruction for the agent. 

2 Execution Design Write agent instructions as a job description + SOP: scope, 
constraints, decision steps, escalation criteria. 

3 Performance 
Monitoring 

Define and track metrics that demonstrate the agent is generating 
business value — not just that it functions technically. The difference 
between uptime and impacted NPS. 

4 Human-Agent 
Integration 

Determine precisely when humans intervene, when the agent acts 
autonomously, and how the hybrid team's cohesion is maintained. 

5 Risk & Ethics 
Management 

Identify failure scenarios, implement guardrails, and maintain 
accountability for the agent's decisions before the organization. 

6 Organizational 
Communication 

Translate the agent's technical performance into P&L language for 
the C-suite, and articulate the role's impact to business stakeholders. 

 

1.4  The Market Context: Why This Role Emerges Now 
The AI Agent Manager does not emerge in a vacuum. It arises in response to a 
documented convergence of four simultaneous forces: the technological maturity of 
AI agents, the exponential growth of enterprise adoption, the managerial talent gap 
for governing them, and the evidence of economic impact that justifies the 
investment. Understanding this context is not merely cultural knowledge — it is the 
strategic argument the AI Agent Manager needs to justify the role, request resources, 
and communicate urgency to the C-suite. 
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280% 
Growth in a single year (2024→2025) in demand for the "Agentic AI" skill cluster in 
job postings, according to the Stanford AI Index 2026, analyzing billions of job 
listings with Lightcast. 

 

40% 
Of enterprise applications will include AI agents with specific tasks by 2026, up from 
less than 5% in 2025 — an adoption rate unprecedented in the recent history of 
enterprise software (Gartner, 2025). 

 

56% 
Salary premium earned by jobs requiring AI skills versus equivalent roles without AI, 
according to the PwC AI Jobs Barometer 2025. One year earlier, that premium was 
25% — it doubled in 12 months. 

 

170M 
New roles will emerge by 2030 according to the World Economic Forum, while 92 
million will be displaced — a net positive balance of 78 million positions. Agentic 
management roles are among the highest-growth projections. 

 

$4.4T 
Potential annual impact on global GDP that McKinsey attributes to generative and 
agentic AI. This figure makes agent adoption a top-priority strategic decision, not 
a lab experiment. 

What Does the Research Say? Primary Evidence 

 Harvard Business Review — Srinivasan & Wei (February 2026) 

"To Thrive in the AI Era, Companies Need Agent Managers" establishes the formal definition of 
the role and documents its six core competencies based on evidence from organizations that 
have deployed agents at scale. The article identifies a critical gap: most companies have 
focused on deploying agents, but few have designated anyone responsible for governing 
them from the business perspective. The authors demonstrate that organizations with a 
dedicated AI Agent Manager achieve significantly higher success rates in their agentic 
implementations — precisely because there is someone who translates business strategy into 
operational parameters, monitors performance against business metrics (not just technical 
ones), and reports to the C-suite on results. The Product Manager analogy is not decorative: it 
is the central argument for establishing this role as a permanent management function, not 
a temporary innovation project. 
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 Gartner — Agentic Enterprise Predictions 2025–2026 

Gartner projects that more than 40% of agentic AI projects will be canceled before 2027 — and 
the pattern among organizations that survive that attrition is consistent: they have a 
dedicated AI Agent Manager. The reason is structural and predictable. Agentic projects fail 
not because the technology doesn't work, but because nobody has defined what "working 
well" means from the business perspective. Without someone who understands both the 
required business outcome and the agent's operational capabilities, implementations drift 
toward "agent sprawl": a proliferation of agents with no clear accountability, no measurable 
ROI, and no coherent governance. The AI Agent Manager is precisely the organizational 
function that prevents that failure mode — and the reason Gartner identifies it as one of the 
highest-impact roles in the organizational architecture of the next three years. 

 

1.5  Real-World Case Study 

CASE: JPMorgan Chase — Autonomous Legal Document Review 

Industry: Financial Services 

Measurable result: Reduction of 360,000 annual hours of manual legal work; ~$47M in 
estimated operational cost reduction 

JPMorgan Chase deployed AI agents to automate the review of commercial loan 
documents — a process that previously required 360,000 attorney hours per year. The agent 
performs the same analyses in seconds, with error rates lower than those of manual 
processes. What made this transformation possible was not only the technology: it was a 
clear governance structure in which legal operations managers acted as AI Agent 
Managers, defining precisely what the agent could and could not analyze, establishing 
human review protocols for complex cases, and measuring success in hours saved per 
case and reduction in error risk — not in technical metrics such as uptime or processing 
speed. 

Lesson for the AI Agent Manager: The value of the agent did not come from the AI model; it came 
from the precision with which the business managers defined the scope, constraints, and 
success criteria of the agent from day one. Without that precision, the same agent would have 
generated inconsistent results, regulatory risk, or a loss of trust from the legal team. 
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1.6  Competency Checklist — Module 1 
Upon completing this module, you should be able to check each of the following items 
with confidence: 

☐ I can explain the paradigm shift from traditional management to the agentic model 
with concrete examples from my industry. 

☐ I can precisely differentiate a chatbot, RPA automation, and an AI agent in terms of 
decision-making capacity, autonomy, and accountability. 

☐ I can classify any AI agent in my organization into one of the four agentic autonomy 
levels and identify the supervision implications of that level. 

☐ I understand why deep business knowledge — not programming — is the central 
competitive advantage of the AI Agent Manager. 

☐ I can articulate the analogy between the AI Agent Manager and the Product Manager 
to explain the role to stakeholders unfamiliar with AI. 

☐ I know the 6 competencies of the AI Agent Manager according to the Harvard Business 
Review framework (Srinivasan & Wei, 2026). 

☐ I can cite at least four market indicators that justify the strategic urgency of this role 
(Stanford, Gartner, WEF, PwC). 

☐ I understand why Gartner projects that 40%+ of agentic projects will fail before 2027 
and the AI Agent Manager's role in preventing that outcome. 

 

AI AGENT MANAGER 

Direct Responsibilities Derived from This Module 

 

Based on the concepts in this module, the following are concrete responsibilities the AI 
Agent Manager must assume from day one in the role: 

01 
Agentic inventory and classification 
Maintain an up-to-date registry of all active agents in the area or organization, classified by 
autonomy level (1 through 4), area of application, and governance owner. 

02 
Accountability map 
For each agent in operation, explicitly document who is responsible for its results, its errors, 
and its decisions — to the team, to customers, and to the C-suite. 
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03 
Strategic translation 
Convert the area's business objectives into precise operational instructions for agents, 
ensuring each agent has a documented and measurable business purpose. 

04 

C-suite education 
Develop materials and narratives that allow senior leadership to understand the 
capabilities, limits, and expected ROI of each agent — in business language, not technical 
jargon. 

05 
Opportunity identification 
Map the area's current processes and identify the top three to five candidates for agentic 
transformation, with clear prioritization criteria based on measurable impact. 

 

💡 Final Strategic Reflection 

In your organization, who is currently accountable when an AI agent makes a decision 
that affects a customer, a critical operational process, or a financial asset? If the answer 
is not immediate and unambiguous, you are looking precisely at the governance gap 
that the AI Agent Manager fills. 

Considering the five most resource-intensive processes in your area in terms of time, 
cost, or error rate: which three would be the best candidates for agentic transformation 
in the next 90 days? What autonomy level would be appropriate for each? Who on your 
team or in your organization should be in the AI Agent Manager role for each of those 
processes today? 
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PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
Module 1 — 10 Practice Questions 
Select the best-fitting option for each scenario. Role-based questions. 

Question 1 

You are the AI Agent Manager at a financial services company. Your CEO asks you to explain 
the difference between the chatbot the company has used for three years and the new AI 
agent being deployed for credit application analysis. The most precise and complete 
explanation is: 

A) Both use artificial intelligence, but the AI agent is more expensive and requires greater 
computing capacity to operate. 
B) The chatbot handles conversational questions within a specific context; the AI agent can 
make multi-step decisions, use multiple tools autonomously, and complete processes end-
to-end without human intervention on each instance. 
C) The main difference is that the chatbot was older technology and the agent is more 
modern; fundamentally they perform the same functions but with greater speed. 
D) The AI agent is an advanced chatbot that can sustain longer conversations and better 
remember previous customer interactions. 

Correct answer: B | Option B captures the key structural distinction: multi-step decision autonomy and 
tool use. A is about cost (irrelevant). C erases the distinction. D incorrectly reduces it to conversational 
capability. 

 

Question 2 

Your operations director asks why you, as AI Agent Manager, do not need deep programming 
knowledge to manage AI agents. The answer that best reflects your role and its foundation 
according to the research is: 

A) Because technical teams handle all the complex aspects; my role is only to approve 
budgets and present results to executives. 
B) Because my competitive advantage is deep business knowledge — processes, customers, 
and value metrics — which allows me to define what the agent must achieve, with what 
constraints, and how to measure its success, just as a Product Manager defines requirements 
without writing code. 
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C) Because managing AI agents is essentially an administrative task that requires no 
specialized knowledge beyond standard managerial skills. 
D) Because technical and programming skills are already embedded in AI models; my role is 
to select which model to use for each process. 

Correct answer: B | B reflects the central argument from HBR (Srinivasan & Wei, 2026): the AIAM translates 
business objectives into agent governance. A omits design and governance responsibilities. C trivializes 
the role. D confuses model selection with agent management. 

 

Question 3 

You are an AI Agent Manager at an e-commerce company. You review an agent that 
processes customer returns end-to-end: it evaluates the case, accesses the payment 
system, decides on approval, and executes the refund without human confirmation. What 
autonomy level does this represent, and what is your primary implication? 

A) Level 2 — Automation; your implication is verifying that it processes requests faster than the 
previous manual process. 
B) Level 3 — Augmentation; your primary implication is ensuring the agent is correctly 
integrated into the payment system and CRM APIs. 
C) Level 4 — Full Autonomy; your primary implication is defining clear governance boundaries, 
establishing escalation protocols for exceptional cases, and monitoring decision quality with 
robust business metrics. 
D) Level 1 — Assistance; your implication is making sure a human agent always reviews the 
decision before communicating it to the customer. 

Correct answer: C | Level 4 because the agent acts end-to-end without human confirmation on each 
instance. The correct implication is governance, not speed (A) nor technical integration (B) nor human 
review (D, which would contradict the scenario). 

 

Question 4 

The Stanford AI Index 2026 reports that demand for "Agentic AI" skills grew 280% in a single year 
in the labor market. A fellow executive argues this is a passing tech bubble. The most solid 
counter-argument, grounded in research, is: 

A) That AI agent technology is very expensive today, but those who invest first will have a 
competitive advantage before prices rise for everyone. 
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B) That all tech-sector companies are already deploying agents, so it would be irresponsible 
not to follow the market trend. 
C) That the 280% growth is impressive but concentrated in tech; in traditional industries the 
impact will be much more gradual and limited. 
D) That the growth is backed by convergent evidence: Gartner projects 40% of enterprise apps 
with agents by 2026, McKinsey estimates $2.6–4.4 trillion in annual GDP impact, and PwC 
documents a 56% salary premium — a combination of adoption, economic impact, and labor 
market response that characterizes structural transformation, not a passing trend. 

Correct answer: D | D is the only argument grounded in multi-source evidence covering technology 
adoption, economic impact, and the labor market simultaneously. A and C are partial or incorrect 
arguments. B is an appeal-to-majority fallacy. 

 

Question 5 

You manage three agents in your area: one that suggests responses to customer service 
executives (Level 1), one that automatically classifies and routes tickets (Level 2), and one that 
autonomously manages the complete resolution of standard incidents (Level 4). How do you 
prioritize your supervision attention? 

A) Equally across all three, since all represent organizational risk and deserve the same level 
of manager attention. 
B) Primarily on the Level 1 agent, since it interacts directly with human executives and any error 
immediately affects team performance. 
C) Exclusively on the Level 4 agent; Levels 1 and 2 require no active management by the AI 
Agent Manager. 
D) Primarily on Level 4 for governance design (escalation protocols, decision limits, business 
metrics), with automated monitoring for Levels 1 and 2. 

Correct answer: D | D reflects the logic of risk-differentiated supervision: Level 4 requires maximum 
governance attention because it acts autonomously. A ignores differentiation. B inverts the priority 
(Level 1 has humans as a control layer). C is incorrect: all require management. 

 

Question 6 

A new CEO joins your company and in her first week asks you to summarize your role as AI 
Agent Manager in a single clear statement. Which statement most precisely reflects the role 
according to HBR (Srinivasan & Wei, 2026)? 
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A) I am responsible for evaluating and selecting AI technology vendors that best align with 
the company's technical infrastructure. 
B) I manage the team of data scientists and engineers who build and maintain the company's 
AI agents. 
C) I am the professional who translates the company's business objectives into operational 
instructions for AI agents, monitors their performance against business metrics, and is 
accountable for their results — without needing to program them. 
D) I oversee the day-to-day operations of teams working alongside AI agents to ensure 
smooth human-technology coexistence. 

Correct answer: C | C captures the three central elements of the role per HBR: strategy translation, 
supervision with business metrics, and accountability for results. A is technology procurement. B is 
technical team management. D captures only the human-agent integration dimension. 

 

Question 7 

Your company is deciding whether to hire a dedicated AI Agent Manager or assign those 
functions to the CTO. The argument that best defends creating a dedicated role, grounded in 
research, is: 

A) The CTO is already overloaded with technical responsibilities and doesn't have bandwidth 
to take on another role. 
B) The AI Agent Manager requires deep business knowledge — processes, customers, value 
metrics — that is fundamentally different from the CTO's technical knowledge; and Gartner's 
evidence shows that 40%+ of agentic projects fail before 2027, with survivors being precisely 
those with a manager who translates business strategy into governance, not infrastructure. 
C) It is better to have a dedicated role to avoid accountability conflicts between technical and 
business areas in leadership committees. 
D) CTOs typically lack the executive communication skills needed to report to the C-suite on 
the business impact of AI agents. 

Correct answer: B | B argues from core competency (business domain vs. technical domain) and backs 
it with Gartner evidence. A is an operational argument, not a strategic one. C is incomplete 
organizational reasoning. D makes an unjustified assumption about CTO skills. 
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Question 8 

You present a proposal to the executive committee to deploy a new AI agent in the collections 
area. A committee member asks: "Why should the agent have restricted access limited only 
to the data it needs for its specific task?" The correct answer demonstrating understanding of 
agentic governance is: 

A) Because the agent may get confused and generate less accurate responses if it has 
access to too much information irrelevant to its task. 
B) Because it is standard IT practice to limit all software systems' access to corporate data, 
and AI agents are no exception. 
C) Because the financial sector's regulatory systems require restricted access for any tool 
that processes customer data. 
D) Because limiting the agent's access to only what is strictly necessary for its task reduces 
the risk surface in case of failure or manipulation, limits the organizational impact of errors, 
and establishes a clear accountability perimeter that facilitates auditing and accountability. 

Correct answer: D | D articulates the least-privilege access principle in terms of governance, risk, and 
accountability — which is the AIAM's perspective. A is an incorrect technical performance explanation. 
B is generic and does not explain the specific implications for agents. C is partially correct but 
incomplete. 

 

Question 9 

A colleague in operations tells you: "The Level 3 customer claims agent you manage 
sometimes makes decisions I can't explain. When customers ask me why their case was 
resolved a certain way, I don't have a clear answer." As AI Agent Manager, your most 
appropriate response is: 

A) This is a technical problem that the engineering team must solve; ask them to improve the 
system logs to make them more readable. 
B) For a Level 3 agent that makes consequential decisions, you must implement an audit trail 
and define decision criteria that the agent documents per case, because as AI Agent 
Manager you are accountable for those decisions to the customer and the organization. 
C) Tell the customer that decisions were made by an AI system and that it is normal not to 
have detailed explanations of algorithmic processes. 
D) Reduce the agent's autonomy level to Level 1 to ensure a human reviews every decision 
before communicating it to the customer. 
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Correct answer: B | B establishes the AIAM's accountability for implementing decision traceability. A 
incorrectly delegates a governance problem as if it were technical. C is ethically and operationally 
unacceptable. D is disproportionate; the solution is transparency, not eliminating autonomy. 

 

Question 10 

According to the PwC AI Jobs Barometer 2025, roles with AI skills earn a 56% salary premium 
over equivalent roles without AI — double what it was 12 months earlier. What does this data 
imply for a functional manager (operations, HR, finance, marketing) who has not yet 
developed AI agent management competencies? 

A) That they must immediately invest in courses to become a data scientist or AI engineer to 
stay competitive in the labor market. 
B) That the 56% premium primarily applies to the software and technology sector; in 
traditional industries the compensation impact will be much more gradual. 
C) That the professional competitive differentiator lies not in technical AI programming, but in 
the ability to direct, supervise, and generate measurable business value from AI agents — 
precisely the competencies developed by the AIAM™ program. 
D) That managers should immediately negotiate a salary adjustment based on the AI tools 
they already use in their daily work. 

Correct answer: C | C connects the PwC data to the AIAM™ value proposition: the differentiator is 
strategic management, not programming. A confuses management competencies with technical 
development skills. B contradicts PwC's multi-country research. D confuses tool use with strategic 
management competencies. 

 

 

Module 1 Complete 
Continue to Module 2: 

Designing and Onboarding Agents: The Art of Agentic Onboarding 
 
 
 
 
 



 

18 
 

MODULE 2 
Designing and Activating Agents: 
The Art of Agentic Onboarding 
⏱  Estimated duration: 50 minutes 
 

🎯 MODULE OBJECTIVE 

Enable the AI Agent Manager to design and activate AI agents using a structured 
methodology that defines identity, permissions, instructions, and acceptance criteria for 
each agent, preventing the agent sprawl that causes governance failures in 
organizations deploying agents without formal onboarding processes. 

 

2.1  The Agent's Identity: The Six Foundational Parameters 
Before activating an AI agent in any process, the AI Agent Manager must define its 
identity with precision. An agent without a clearly defined identity is like an employee 
without a job title, job description, scope of authority, or performance metrics — except 
that the agent acts autonomously and at scale. The six identity parameters are not 
optional: they are the minimum governance standard that every agent must meet 
before entering production. 

Each parameter responds to a specific governance question. Taken together, they 
constitute the agent's operational charter — the document that defines what it is, what 
it can do, what it cannot do, and how success will be measured. The AI Agent Manager 
is responsible for completing this charter before authorizing any deployment. 
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Parameter Governance 
question it answers 

Practical definition example 

Name and Role What is this agent? Contract Review Agent — Legal Operations, responsible for 
first-pass analysis of commercial loan documents. 

Purpose Why does it exist? 
What business 
objective does it 
serve? 

Reduce attorney review time per contract by 80%, freeing 
legal capacity for high-complexity cases. 

Operating 
Context 

In which 
environment and 
with which data 
does it operate? 

Accesses only the secure contracts repository. Cannot 
read or write to other company systems. 

Permissions 
(Least 
Privilege) 

What is it authorized 
to do — and what is 
explicitly off-limits? 

May read and annotate documents. May NOT modify 
originals, initiate payments, or access client financial 
records. 

Escalation 
Criteria 

When must it stop 
and transfer to a 
human? 

Any contract above $500K, any clause flagged as non-
standard, any ambiguity score above 0.7 in its confidence 
model. 

Success 
Metrics 

How will we know if 
it is doing its job 
well? 

Average review time per contract ≤ 45 seconds; error rate 
in flagged clauses ≤ 2%; attorney satisfaction score ≥ 4.2/5. 

 

2.2  The Principle of Least Privilege in Agentic Systems 
The least-privilege principle is one of the most critical governance foundations for the 
AI Agent Manager. It establishes that every agent must be granted access only to the 
data, systems, and capabilities strictly necessary to fulfill its defined purpose — nothing 
more. This principle does not come from an abundance of caution: it comes from a 
clear understanding of how autonomous systems fail and how failures propagate 
through organizations. 

When an agent operates with broader permissions than it needs, any failure — whether 
due to a model error, a hallucination, or manipulation by a malicious user — can affect 
systems and data far beyond the agent's operational scope. The least-privilege 
principle limits the blast radius of failure. It also creates a clear accountability 
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boundary: if the agent can only touch what it is explicitly authorized to touch, then any 
output it generates can be precisely audited against those boundaries. 

 

🔐 Least Privilege in Practice: The AIAM™ Test 

Before authorizing any agent permission, ask: "Is this permission strictly necessary for the 
agent to fulfill its defined purpose?" If the answer is "it might be useful" or "just in case," the 
answer is no. If the answer is "without this, the agent cannot complete its task," the answer is 
yes. Every permission not passing this test is a governance risk waiting to materialize. 

 

The least-privilege principle also protects the organization from regulatory risk. In 
regulated industries — financial services, healthcare, legal, HR — agents with excessive 
access can trigger compliance violations even when acting in good faith. The AI Agent 
Manager is the organizational professional responsible for ensuring that every agent's 
permission profile has been reviewed before deployment, not after an incident has 
occurred. 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 1 

Stanford HAI — AI Agent Index 2025. Stanford University, Human-Centered Artificial 
Intelligence. — "The number of publicly available AI agents grew 340 percent between 
2023 and 2025. Among Fortune 500 companies, production deployment of AI agents 
increased from 8 percent in 2023 to 67 percent in 2025. Despite this rapid growth, 
fewer than 20 percent of organizations report having formal governance frameworks 
for managing their deployed agents — revealing a critical gap between 
technological adoption and operational governance." 

 

2.3  From Job Description to SOP: How to Instruct an Agent 
The most effective mental model for writing agent instructions is to treat the agent as 
a new hire on their first day. What does a good manager give a new hire? A job 
description that defines scope and expectations, and a standard operating procedure 
that explains step by step how to execute the role. Agents require the same two 
documents — adapted to the specific nature of autonomous systems. 

The AI Agent Manager is responsible for writing both documents before the agent goes 
live. This is not a technical task: it is a management task. It requires deep knowledge of 
the process, the desired business outcome, the acceptable boundaries of decision-
making, and the conditions under which human judgment must replace agent action. 
Seven components form the complete instruction framework: 
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1 
Role Summary 
One paragraph: what this agent is, what it does, and what business purpose it serves. This 
is the context the agent uses to interpret every instruction that follows. 

 

2 
Objective 
The specific outcome the agent must produce in each interaction. Not "help with 
contracts" — but "produce a structured analysis of each contract identifying: (a) non-
standard clauses, (b) missing required sections, (c) recommended attorney review 
priority." 

 

3 
Available Tools 
The explicit list of systems, APIs, and databases the agent is authorized to access. If a 
system is not on this list, the agent should not attempt to access it. 

 

4 
Decision Criteria 
The rules that govern the agent's choices when it encounters multiple possible paths. 
Written as "If [condition], then [action]" statements that cover the most common 
scenarios the agent will face. 

 

5 
Escalation Protocol 
The precise conditions under which the agent must stop and transfer the task to a 
human, including who receives the escalation, what information must accompany it, and 
what the maximum resolution SLA is. 

 

6 
Output Format 
The exact format in which the agent must deliver its output: structure, length, required 
fields, language, and any formatting standards. Consistent output is critical for 
downstream processes and human review. 

 

7 
Success Metrics 
The measurable criteria the AI Agent Manager will use to evaluate whether the agent is 
performing its role correctly. These metrics must be defined before deployment, not after. 
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2.4  Acceptance Criteria: Before the Agent Goes Live 
No agent should enter production without having passed a structured acceptance 
review. The acceptance criteria are the set of conditions the AI Agent Manager 
evaluates — before authorizing live deployment — to determine whether the agent is 
ready to operate autonomously in a real environment. This step is the equivalent of a 
pre-launch checklist in aviation: systematic, non-negotiable, and documented. 

The acceptance review covers five dimensions. All five must be satisfactory before the 
agent goes live. If any dimension fails the review, the agent remains in testing until the 
gap is addressed. 

 

Dimension What is evaluated Minimum criteria Responsible party 

Functional Does the agent produce the 
expected output for 
standard and edge-case 
inputs? 

≥95% accuracy on test set; 
handles all defined edge 
cases without crashing 

AIAM™ + technical 
team 

Quality Does the output meet the 
content standards required 
for business use? 

Quality score ≥ 4/5 
reviewed by process 
owner on 50 test outputs 

Process owner + AIAM™ 

Safety Does the agent respect all 
permission boundaries and 
refuse to act outside its 
defined scope? 

0 unauthorized access 
attempts in 200 test 
interactions 

AIAM™ + security team 

Governance Are the six identity 
parameters documented, 
the escalation protocol 
tested, and the success 
metrics defined? 

Complete documentation 
reviewed and approved by 
AIAM™ 

AIAM™ 

Business Does the agent, in controlled 
conditions, produce the 
efficiency or quality 
improvement that justified 
its deployment? 

≥80% of projected baseline 
improvement 
demonstrated in pilot 

AIAM™ + business 
sponsor 
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2.5  Preventing Agent Sprawl: Governance from Day One 
Agent sprawl is one of the most predictable and preventable risks in agentic 
transformation. It occurs when organizations deploy agents iteratively — one per team, 
one per problem, one per enthusiastic manager — without a central governance 
structure that tracks what agents exist, what they do, who owns them, and whether 
they are generating the expected value. The result is a proliferation of agents with 
overlapping scopes, unclear accountability, inconsistent quality standards, and 
invisible costs. 

Gartner's prediction that more than 40% of agentic projects will be canceled before 
2027 is, in large part, a prediction about agent sprawl. Organizations that deploy 
without governance frameworks end up with systems that nobody can fully account 
for — and when a failure occurs, nobody can explain whose agent caused it, what it 
was authorized to do, or why it was deployed in the first place. 

 

🚨 The Three Warning Signs of Agent Sprawl 

SIGN 1: "I don't know exactly how many agents we have active right now." | SIGN 2: "Multiple 
teams built similar agents independently without knowing about each other." | SIGN 3: "We 
can't attribute the agent's errors to a specific responsible owner." If any of these describes 
your organization, agent sprawl has already started. The AIAM™ governance framework is the 
antidote. 

 

The AI Agent Manager prevents agent sprawl by applying the same onboarding 
framework to every agent — regardless of size, scope, or urgency. There are no 
exceptions for "small" agents or "temporary" agents. An agent that operates without 
documented identity, permissions, and success metrics is an agent without 
governance, and an agent without governance is an organizational liability. 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 2 

McKinsey & Company — The State of AI: 2025 Edition. McKinsey Global Survey. — 
"Organizations that establish structured onboarding processes for AI agents — 
including explicit scope definitions, permission boundaries, and escalation protocols 
— report 3.2 times higher rates of successful agent deployment compared to 
organizations that activate agents without formal onboarding frameworks. The most 
commonly cited cause of early agent failure is insufficient definition of what the 
agent is and is not authorized to do." 

 



 

24 
 

📋  Case Study: Klarna — Scaling Agent Onboarding to 700 Simultaneous Agents 

Context. In early 2024, Klarna — the Swedish fintech company with over 150 million users 
— deployed a customer service AI agent built on OpenAI. The company publicly 
disclosed the results within weeks of deployment, making it one of the most 
transparently documented large-scale agentic implementations in the market. 

The onboarding. Before deploying the agent at scale, Klarna's operations managers 
defined the agent's identity with precision: it was authorized to handle first-contact 
customer inquiries, refund requests below a defined threshold, and order status 
questions. It was explicitly not authorized to override fraud decisions, modify account 
security settings, or escalate outside of defined criteria. The six identity parameters were 
fully documented before a single live conversation. 

Documented results. In its first month, the agent handled 2.3 million customer service 
conversations - the equivalent of the work of 700 full-time agents. Customer satisfaction 
scores were on par with human agents. Klarna reported $40 million in annual 
operational savings from this single deployment. Average resolution time fell from 11 
minutes to under 2 minutes. 

AIAM™ Lesson. Klarna's results were not produced by the technology alone. They were 
produced by precise identity definition, disciplined permission boundaries, and 
structured escalation criteria — all established before deployment. An agent onboarded 
without this precision would have faced the same volume and generated chaos. The 
methodology is what created the value. 

 

   Competency Checklist — Module 2 
✓ I can define the six identity parameters for any agent I am responsible for, with 
sufficient precision to serve as the agent's operational charter. 

✓ I apply the least-privilege principle systematically: I can justify every permission 
granted to an agent based on strict operational necessity. 

✓ I can write the seven-component instruction framework for an agent (JD + SOP), 
distinguishing between the role summary, objective, available tools, decision criteria, 
escalation protocol, output format, and success metrics. 

✓ I understand the five dimensions of acceptance criteria and can conduct a pre-
deployment review that determines whether an agent is ready for production. 

✓ I can identify the three warning signs of agent sprawl and describe the governance 
actions that prevent each one. 
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✓ I know the documented results of the Klarna deployment and can use them as 
evidence of the business value of structured agent onboarding. 

✓ I can explain why agent onboarding is a management responsibility, not a technical 
one, and defend that position before a C-suite audience. 

✓ I apply the same onboarding framework to every agent, regardless of perceived 
scope or duration — there are no exceptions to governance. 

 

IAM™ RESPONSIBILITIES 

Module 2: Designing and Activating Agents 
 

Based on the concepts in this module, the AI Agent Manager assumes the following 
organizational responsibilities: 

1. Agent identity documentation. Complete the six-parameter identity framework for 
every agent before deployment, maintaining this documentation updated as the 
agent's scope or permissions evolve. 

2. Least-privilege audit. Conduct a permission audit for each active agent at least 
quarterly, verifying that no agent holds permissions beyond what its current defined 
purpose requires. 

3. Instruction framework maintenance. Keep the seven-component instruction 
document current for each agent, updating it when the process changes, when new 
edge cases are discovered, or when business metrics indicate a performance drift. 

4. Pre-deployment acceptance review. Complete and sign off on the five-dimension 
acceptance checklist before authorizing any agent to operate in production, 
regardless of urgency or scope. 

5. Agent registry governance. Maintain an active registry of all deployed agents in the 
area, updated within 48 hours of any deployment, modification, or deactivation, 
preventing the agent sprawl that leads to governance failures. 
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🔍 Strategic Reflection 

Think of the most consequential process in your area — the one where an error would 
have the most impact on customers, revenue, or operational integrity. If you were to 
deploy an AI agent in that process today, could you complete the six identity 
parameters with full precision? Could you write the decision criteria and escalation 
protocol without ambiguity? Could you sign off on the five-dimension acceptance 
review with confidence? 

If the answer is no, that is exactly where the AIAM™ methodology creates value. The gap 
between "we have an agent" and "we have a governed agent" is the gap between a tool 
and a governance-grade business system. Klarna created $40 million in annual value 
not by deploying faster — but by deploying precisely. 
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PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
Module 2 - 10 Practice Questions 

Scenario-based questions for the AI Agent Manager 
 

Question 1. You are the AI Agent Manager at a healthcare company. You are asked to 
deploy an agent that handles appointment scheduling, post-visit follow-up, and 
preliminary symptom capture for the digital triage system. The first action you must take, 
before any technical deployment, is: 

A)  Select the most advanced AI platform available to ensure the highest accuracy for 
medical use cases. 
B)  Complete the six identity parameters: define the agent's name and role, business purpose, 
operating context, authorized permissions (explicitly excluding clinical decisions), escalation 
criteria, and success metrics. 
C)  Deploy the agent in a test environment and evaluate its performance on real 
conversations before establishing any governance parameters. 
D)  Consult with the legal team about regulatory compliance for AI in healthcare before 
defining any technical parameters. 

Rationale: The six identity parameters must be defined before deployment, not after testing. 
Option B establishes the governance foundation that makes all subsequent decisions 
possible. The legal consultation (D) is valuable but comes after the identity framework defines 
what the agent will and will not do — which is the information legal needs to evaluate 
compliance. 

 

Question 2. An agent in your area has access to: the CRM, the contracts database, the 
financial reporting system, and the HR records database — even though its defined 
purpose is only to respond to customer billing inquiries. From a least-privilege 
governance perspective, what is the correct action? 

A)  Maintain current permissions; the agent may need to access those systems eventually to 
provide comprehensive answers to complex billing questions. 
B)  Conduct an immediate permission audit and revoke access to all systems not strictly 
necessary for billing inquiry resolution, documenting the justification for each permission that 
remains. 
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C)  Document the current permissions in the agent's identity record to ensure traceability, but 
do not modify them without a technical change request. 
D)  Reduce permissions only if a security incident occurs that involves unauthorized access to 
one of those systems. 

Rationale: The least-privilege principle requires immediate action when an agent holds 
permissions beyond its defined scope. Option A assumes future needs that aren't currently 
defined — exactly the governance failure the principle prevents. Options C and D defer action 
inappropriately: the risk exists now, not only after an incident. 

 

Question 3. You are writing the instruction document for an agent that manages first-
contact customer service for an insurance company. For the "Decision Criteria" 
component, which formulation best demonstrates correct application of the JD+SOP 
framework? 

A)  The agent should use its best judgment to determine the most helpful response for each 
customer inquiry, considering the full context of the conversation. 
B)  The agent should try to resolve all customer inquiries independently before considering 
escalation, as this maximizes efficiency. 
C)  If the inquiry involves a claim amount above $5,000, route immediately to a senior claims 
adjuster with the full conversation transcript. If the customer expresses dissatisfaction three 
or more times in a single conversation, transfer to a retention specialist. 
D)  Escalate to a human agent when the AI is not confident in its response, as determined by 
the model's internal confidence scoring. 

Rationale: Option C demonstrates the correct format: specific, objective, measurable "if 
[condition], then [action]" criteria that do not rely on the agent's own judgment to determine 
when to escalate. Option A creates ambiguity the agent cannot reliably resolve. Option B 
removes a governance layer. Option D delegates the escalation decision to the model itself, 
which defeats the purpose of human oversight. 

 

Question 4. Before approving the production deployment of a new agent in the 
procurement department, you conduct the five-dimension acceptance review. The 
functional and quality dimensions pass, but the safety review reveals the agent 
attempted to access the supplier financial records system during testing — a system not 
on its authorized tools list. What is the correct decision? 
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A)  Approve deployment with a note to monitor the agent's access patterns in the first 30 days 
of production. 
B)  Approve deployment but temporarily disable the agent's network access to the supplier 
financial records system as a technical workaround. 
C)  Do not approve deployment. Return the agent to the technical team to investigate and 
correct the unauthorized access behavior before the acceptance review can proceed. 
D)  Escalate to the security team for evaluation, but allow deployment to continue during the 
review period to avoid operational delays. 

Rationale: A failed safety dimension is an automatic rejection of deployment. The agent 
attempted to access an unauthorized system — this is precisely the failure mode the 
acceptance review exists to catch before it occurs in production. The appropriate action is to 
return to development, investigate the root cause, and re-run the complete acceptance 
review after the issue is resolved. No exception justifies deploying an agent with a known safety 
failure. 

 

Question 5. Your director of operations asks why the organization needs a formal agent 
onboarding process when agents can be deployed and adjusted in real time. The most 
compelling argument, grounded in the module's content, is: 

A)  Because regulatory requirements mandate formal documentation for any automated 
system that interacts with customers. 
B)  Because the cost of correcting a governance failure in production — through customer 
impact, regulatory risk, or loss of organizational trust — is substantially higher than the cost of 
completing the onboarding framework before deployment. Klarna's $40M in annual savings 
came from precise onboarding, not from fast deployment. 
C)  Because the technical team requires formal documentation before they can build and 
configure the agent's integration with organizational systems. 
D)  Because agile deployment without governance leads to agent sprawl, which according to 
Stanford HAI affects 80% of organizations that deploy agents without formal frameworks. 

Rationale: Option B makes the business case directly: the cost-benefit calculation clearly 
favors upfront governance over reactive correction. Option D references a real statistic but 
inverts the argument (Stanford reported 80% lack governance frameworks — it doesn't say 
80% experience sprawl). Option A is compliance-based and not universally applicable. Option 
C is a technical dependency, not a governance argument. 
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Question 6. Six months after deployment, you notice that the customer service agent in 
your area is handling types of inquiries that were not in its original scope definition — 
specifically, it has begun providing product recommendations based on purchase 
history. This behavior was not part of the original instruction framework. What should the 
AIAM™ do? 

A)  Allow the behavior to continue since it appears to be generating positive customer 
responses and the agent is performing well on current quality metrics. 
B)  Document the behavior as an observed capability expansion and schedule a governance 
review to explicitly authorize or prohibit this behavior, update the identity parameters, and re-
run the relevant acceptance review dimensions. 
C)  Immediately shut down the agent and revert to manual processes until the full instruction 
framework can be rewritten. 
D)  Ask the technical team to add a filter that blocks product recommendation responses, 
without updating the governance documentation. 

Rationale: Scope creep in agent behavior — even when initially positive — is a governance 
event that requires formal review. Option B follows the correct protocol: document, review, 
decide, update documentation, and validate. Option A ignores the governance obligation. 
Option C is a disproportionate response. Option D addresses the symptom technically without 
updating the governance record, leaving the documentation inaccurate. 

 

Question 7. You are onboarding a new AI agent for the finance department's accounts 
payable process. When defining escalation criteria, which set of criteria best 
demonstrates the AIAM™ standard? 

A)  Escalate when the agent encounters an error or is unsure about the correct course of 
action. 
B)  Escalate when the transaction involves a vendor not in the approved vendor list, when the 
invoice amount exceeds $25,000, or when the payment terms differ from the master 
agreement by more than 5%. 
C)  Escalate all non-standard transactions to ensure human oversight of any situation outside 
the most routine cases. 
D)  Escalate when the CFO or Finance Director specifically requests human review of a 
transaction. 

Rationale: Option B provides objective, measurable conditions that can be evaluated 
consistently without requiring the agent's subjective judgment. Option A puts the escalation 



 

31 
 

decision in the agent's hands — precisely what structured escalation criteria are designed to 
prevent. Option C is too broad and would negate the efficiency value of the agent. Option D 
makes escalation dependent on executive intervention rather than systematic governance. 

 

Question 8. A colleague from marketing deploys a "small" agent to automate email 
campaign performance reporting without going through the formal onboarding 
framework, arguing that the scope is too limited to justify the full process. As AI Agent 
Manager, your response should be: 

A)  Support the decision: low-scope agents with limited access don't create meaningful 
governance risk and the framework should be applied proportionally. 
B)  Require the onboarding framework to be completed retroactively within 48 hours, including 
the six identity parameters, permission audit, and basic acceptance review — and use this as 
a coaching opportunity to explain why no-exception governance prevents agent sprawl. 
C)  Report the situation to senior leadership as a compliance violation requiring formal 
disciplinary action. 
D)  Suggest a simplified "lite" version of the onboarding framework that can be completed in 
under 30 minutes for low-scope agents. 

Rationale: The AIAM™ governance principle is explicit: there are no exceptions based on 
perceived scope. The "small agent" argument is exactly how agent sprawl begins — dozens of 
untracked, under-governed agents accumulating across the organization. Option B enforces 
the standard while using the situation constructively. Option A legitimizes scope-based 
exceptions. Option D creates a parallel governance track that will inevitably be misapplied. 

 

Question 9. Klarna's publicly disclosed results from their 2024 customer service agent 
deployment included 2.3 million conversations handled in the first month and $40 million 
in projected annual savings. From an AIAM™ perspective, what is the most important 
lesson from this case for a manager considering a similar deployment? 

A)  That AI agents in customer service can achieve equivalent satisfaction scores to human 
agents, making them suitable replacements for customer-facing roles. 
B)  That the scale of results (2.3M conversations, $40M) was made possible not just by the 
technology, but by the precision of the agent's onboarding: clearly defined scope, explicit 
permission boundaries, and structured escalation criteria established before any live 
conversation took place. 
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C)  That financial services and fintech companies have a natural advantage in AI agent 
deployment due to the structured nature of their customer interactions. 
D)  That the key metric for measuring AI agent success in customer service is the volume of 
conversations handled per month. 

Rationale: The AIAM™ lesson from Klarna is about methodology, not technology. The $40M in 
value was not created by the OpenAI model — it was created by the governance framework 
that defined precisely what the agent could and could not do. Option A draws a workforce 
conclusion that goes beyond the evidence. Option C is an industry-based generalization. 
Option D focuses on a volume metric that is an output of the deployment, not the cause of its 
success. 

 

Question 10. You are presenting the agent onboarding framework to your leadership 
team. One executive argues: "This level of documentation and governance slows down 
our ability to experiment and innovate with AI." The most effective counter-argument is: 

A)  That regulatory requirements will soon mandate this level of documentation regardless, 
so it is better to build the discipline now. 
B)  That the governance framework does not slow down experimentation — it makes 
experimentation sustainable. Without it, early agents create technical and organizational 
debt that eventually paralyzes innovation. Klarna onboarded with full governance and 
deployed 700 agent-equivalents in their first month. 
C)  That innovation without governance creates unacceptable legal and reputational risks 
that the organization cannot afford to take. 
D)  That the technical team requires this documentation to configure and deploy agents, so 
the governance framework is a technical prerequisite regardless of the organizational 
preference. 

Rationale: Option B reframes the argument: governance enables scale and sustainability, it 
does not block experimentation. The Klarna reference is direct evidence that full governance 
and fast deployment are compatible. Option A is a compliance argument. Option C is a risk 
argument. Both C and A may be valid, but neither directly challenges the speed-vs-
governance false dichotomy the executive is presenting. 

 

Module 2 Complete! 
Continue to: 
Module 3: Agent Supervision, Auditing, and Performance 
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MODULE 3 
Agent Supervision, 
Auditing, and Performance 
⏱  Estimated duration: 50 minutes 
 

🎯 MODULE OBJECTIVE 

Develop the AI Agent Manager's capacity to design and execute comprehensive 
supervision systems for autonomous agents, detect the three types of silent failures 
before they escalate to business consequences, and lead the governance structures 
that sustain the integrity of agentic operations at scale. 

 

3.1  The Supervision Paradox: Control Without Micromanagement 
Supervising an AI agent is not the same as supervising a human employee. The 
temptation to over-supervise — reviewing every decision the agent makes, requiring 
human approval for each output — destroys the operational value the agent was 
deployed to create. The temptation to under-supervise — trusting the agent to operate 
indefinitely without structured oversight — allows failures to accumulate silently until 
they produce consequences that are visible, costly, and difficult to reverse. 

Research from MIT Sloan Management Review and BCG's "Agentic AI at Scale" study 
(2025) identifies this as the central governance tension in autonomous systems 
management: the supervision paradox. The organizations that navigate it most 
effectively are those that design supervision systems before deployment, not after 
incidents occur. They define what will be measured, at what frequency, with what 
thresholds, and who has authority to intervene — and they build those definitions into 
the governance structure of every agent from day one. 

The AI Agent Manager's role in supervision is not operational but architectural: 
designing the oversight system, establishing the metrics that will signal when 
intervention is needed, and maintaining the governance board that makes 
consequential decisions about the agent's evolution. Day-to-day supervision is 
automated; the AIAM™ manages by exception. 
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74% 

of Salesforce Agentforce 
cases resolved 
autonomously without 
human intervention (2025) 

 

 
40%+ 

of agentic projects canceled 
before 2027 due to 
governance failures, not 
technical failures (Gartner) 

 

 
3× 

higher detection rate of 
silent failures in 
organizations with 
structured supervision vs. 
reactive oversight (MIT SMR + 
BCG) 

 

 

3.2  Metrics Architecture: Technical vs. Business 
The most common supervision failure in agentic systems is measuring the wrong 
things. Technical teams naturally gravitate toward technical metrics: uptime, latency, 
token consumption, API error rates. These are necessary but not sufficient. An agent 
can have 99.9% uptime and be consistently generating outputs that damage 
customer relationships, violate regulatory requirements, or erode brand value — and 
none of that will appear in a purely technical dashboard. 

The AI Agent Manager builds a two-layer metrics architecture: a technical layer that 
guarantees the agent's operational health, and a business layer that confirms the 
agent is generating the value it was deployed to create. Both layers are monitored 
continuously, but the business layer is what the AIAM™ reports to the C-suite. 

 

Dimension Technical metrics Business metrics AIAM™ intervention 
threshold 

Performance Response latency, 
throughput, API 
error rate 

Cycle time reduction vs. 
baseline, autonomous 
completion rate 

Technical: >5% error rate 
spike. Business: completion 
rate drops >10% 

Quality Output format 
compliance, 
schema validation 
score 

Human acceptance rate of 
agent outputs, error rate in 
flagged items 

Technical: format 
compliance <95%. Business: 
acceptance rate <90% 

Safety Permission 
boundary 
violations, 
unauthorized 
access attempts 

Regulatory compliance rate, 
customer data exposure 
incidents 

Any permission violation 
triggers immediate review 
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Dimension Technical metrics Business metrics AIAM™ intervention 
threshold 

Behavior Prompt adherence 
consistency, tool 
call sequence 
accuracy 

Decision pattern consistency 
with defined criteria, 
escalation appropriateness 

Behavioral drift >15% from 
baseline over 30-day rolling 
window 

Value Token efficiency, 
cost per interaction 

ROI vs. baseline cost, NPS 
impact, capacity freed for 
human team 

Business value <70% of 
projected benefit triggers 
business case review 

Governance Audit log 
completeness, 
escalation 
response time 

Ownership clarity, board 
review compliance 

Any audit log gap or 
missed governance review 
triggers incident report 

 
 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 1 

MIT Sloan Management Review + Boston Consulting Group. (2025). Agentic AI at scale: 
Governance, trust, and performance. — "Organizations that implement dual-layer 
supervision systems — combining technical operational metrics with business 
impact metrics — detect silent failures at a rate three times higher than organizations 
relying solely on technical dashboards. The most significant governance risk in 
agentic systems is not technical failure: it is behavioral drift that remains invisible to 
monitoring systems focused exclusively on system health." 

 

3.3  The Three Types of Silent Failure 
Silent failures are the most dangerous category of failure in agentic systems, precisely 
because they do not trigger alerts. The agent continues operating, dashboards show 
normal, and the organization believes everything is functioning correctly — while the 
agent is systematically generating outputs that diverge from intended behavior, 
erode value, or create regulatory exposure. The AI Agent Manager must design 
supervision systems that specifically target silent failures. 
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🔴 Type 1: Silent Errors 

Silent errors occur when the agent produces incorrect outputs that look correct on the 
surface. The agent does not report an error, the technical dashboard shows no anomaly, and 
the output passes format validation — but the underlying content is wrong: a miscalculated 
figure, an inaccurate regulatory flag, a misclassified customer request. Silent errors 
accumulate quietly and are usually discovered only when a downstream human catches an 
inconsistency — often after dozens or hundreds of affected outputs. 

 

🟠 Type 2: Behavioral Drift 

Behavioral drift occurs when the agent's decision patterns gradually shift away from its 
original instruction framework, usually as a result of changes in the input data distribution, 
updates to underlying models, or subtle changes in prompt context. The agent continues to 
function, but its behavior no longer matches the operational charter the AIAM™ designed. Drift 
is typically undetectable without explicit behavioral monitoring against a documented 
baseline — which is why the instruction framework must be preserved as a reference 
document throughout the agent's operational life. 

 

🔵 Type 3: Real-Consequence Hallucinations 

Hallucinations in autonomous agents are not merely inaccurate responses in a conversation: 
they are decisions or outputs generated with high confidence that are factually incorrect, 
legally non-compliant, or operationally harmful. At Level 3 and 4 autonomy, a hallucination 
may trigger actions — a payment, a contract clause, a customer communication, a regulatory 
filing — before any human has the opportunity to review it. The AIAM™ manages this risk 
through confidence threshold requirements, output validation gates, and mandatory human 
review for outputs above defined consequence thresholds. 

 

3.4  The Intervention Framework: When to Act, When to Let Run 
Every AI Agent Manager needs a clear decision framework that defines when to 
intervene in an agent's operation and when to let it continue without disruption. The 
absence of this framework leads to two symmetric failure modes: over-intervention 
(disrupting agent operations based on normal variance, destroying efficiency and 
trust) and under-intervention (allowing genuine failures to compound until they 
produce significant business consequences). 
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The intervention framework is built on four intervention levels, each with defined 
triggers, authorized actors, and expected response timelines: 

 

LEVEL 
0 

Automated Self-Correction 
The agent detects a low-confidence output and applies its defined escalation 
protocol autonomously, routing to the appropriate human without AIAM™ 
involvement. 
Trigger: confidence below defined threshold or standard escalation condition. Response: 
immediate. 

 

LEVEL 
1 

AIAM™ Operational Adjustment 
The AIAM™ adjusts instruction parameters, updates decision criteria, or modifies 
escalation thresholds in response to observed drift or emerging edge cases. 
Trigger: behavioral drift metric >15% or new edge case pattern identified. Response: within 
48 hours. 

 

LEVEL 
2 

Circuit Breaker — Supervised Operation 
The AIAM™ temporarily moves the agent from autonomous operation to supervised 
operation: all outputs are reviewed by a human before execution. 
Trigger: Type 1 or Type 2 silent failure confirmed, or Type 3 hallucination detected with 
business consequence. Response: within 4 hours. 

 

LEVEL 
3 

Full Deactivation 
The agent is taken out of production pending a complete governance review, root 
cause analysis, and re-acceptance evaluation. 
Trigger: systemic failure pattern, regulatory incident, or Level 2 circuit breaker that cannot 
be resolved within defined SLA. Response: immediate. 

 
 

3.5  The AIAM™ Supervision Dashboard 
The supervision dashboard is the AI Agent Manager's primary operational instrument. 
It is not a technical monitoring tool built by the engineering team — it is a management 
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tool designed by the AIAM™ to reflect the business and governance questions that the 
manager needs to answer every day. The dashboard is organized around five panels, 
each serving a distinct oversight function: 

 

Panel 
1 

Agent Status Overview 
Real-time operational status for all active agents: online/offline, current autonomy 
level in use, circuit breaker status. Designed for instant situational awareness. 

 

Panel 
2 

Business Metrics (Last 30 Days) 
Key business indicators per agent: autonomous completion rate, NPS impact, cycle 
time vs. baseline, capacity freed for the human team. This is the panel the AIAM™ 
presents to the C-suite. 

 

Panel 
3 

Behavioral Monitoring 
Rolling 30-day behavioral consistency score per agent, compared against 
documented instruction framework baseline. This is the primary silent failure 
detection instrument. 

 

Panel 
4 

Escalation Log 
Complete log of all escalations, including trigger, time to human response, resolution, 
and whether the escalation criteria should be updated based on the case. 

 

Panel 
5 

Governance Calendar 
Scheduled governance board reviews, pending acceptance reviews for modified 
agents, upcoming quarterly taxonomy updates, and open action items from the last 
board session. 

 
 

3.6  The Agentic Governance Board 
Effective supervision of autonomous agents requires a governance structure that 
operates above the level of individual agents. The Agentic Governance Board is the 
organizational body that reviews the system of agents as a portfolio, makes decisions 
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about escalation policies, approves changes to autonomy levels, and ensures 
alignment between agentic operations and the organization's strategic objectives, risk 
tolerance, and ethical standards. 

The Board meets quarterly in stable operations, and on demand when a Level 2 or Level 
3 intervention has occurred. Its agenda always addresses four strategic tensions that 
MIT SMR and BCG identify as the defining governance challenges for organizations 
operating at agentic scale: 

 

Strategic Tension Risk of imbalance toward 
autonomy 

Risk of imbalance toward control 

Speed vs. Safety Agents act before adequate review, 
accumulating silent errors 

Approval requirements slow agents 
to the point of eliminating 
operational value 

Transparency vs. 
Efficiency 

Excessive logging creates 
processing overhead without 
proportional governance value 

Insufficient audit trails prevent 
accountability when failures occur 

Scale vs. 
Governance 

Agent proliferation outpaces 
governance capacity, generating 
sprawl 

Governance overhead prevents 
adoption of agents that would 
create significant value 

Innovation vs. 
Stability 

Frequent agent updates introduce 
behavioral drift that supervision 
systems cannot track 

Resistance to updates keeps 
agents on outdated instruction 
frameworks that erode over time 

 

3.7  The AI Productivity Paradox and the AIAM™ Solution 
In May 2026, Harvard Business Review published a landmark piece titled "Why You 
Shouldn't Treat AI Agents Like Employees" that identified a widespread pattern in 
enterprise AI deployments: organizations that achieved the highest short-term 
productivity gains from agents frequently saw those gains reversed within 18 months, 
as accumulated governance failures — undetected silent errors, behavioral drift, 
regulatory exposure — required costly corrections, redesigns, or complete 
deactivations. 

This mirrors a pattern Gartner had documented separately: the AI Productivity 
Paradox. Organizations invest in agents and achieve immediate efficiency gains, but 
without structured supervision, those gains erode as agent quality degrades and trust 
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collapses. The AIAM™ framework is the organizational response to this paradox — 
structured supervision that sustains performance rather than allowing it to 
deteriorate. 

 

Dimension Without AIAM™ supervision With AIAM™ supervision 

Silent failures Accumulate undetected until business 
consequences become visible 

Detected early through behavioral 
monitoring and business metrics 
review 

Agent quality Degrades over time as input 
distributions shift and models update 

Maintained through quarterly 
instruction framework reviews and 
acceptance re-evaluations 

Governance Reactive: addressed after incidents 
occur 

Proactive: structured through 
governance board reviews and 
intervention framework 

C-suite 
confidence 

Erodes as unexplained failures 
accumulate 

Built through consistent three-
horizon reporting and documented 
governance records 

Long-term ROI Declining: initial gains offset by 
correction costs 

Compounding: performance 
sustained and improved through 
structured supervision 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 2 

Harvard Business Review. (2026, May). Why you shouldn't treat AI agents like 
employees. Harvard Business Review. — "The organizations achieving the most 
sustainable results from AI agent deployments share a common structural feature: 
a designated manager whose primary responsibility is not to deploy agents faster, 
but to ensure that deployed agents continue to perform at the quality level that 
justified their deployment. Structured supervision is not an overhead cost — it is the 
mechanism by which initial AI investment compounds rather than depreciates." 
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📋 Case Study: Salesforce Agentforce — 74% Autonomous Resolution at Enterprise 
Scale 

Context. In 2025, Salesforce deployed its Agentforce platform internally and across 
enterprise customers, creating one of the most publicly documented large-scale 
agentic supervision case studies in the market. Salesforce's own customer service 
operations became a live proof of concept for their governance methodology. 

The supervision model. Salesforce did not deploy Agentforce without structured 
oversight. Each deployed agent had defined autonomy levels per case category: routine 
inquiries at Level 3 autonomy, billing disputes at Level 2 with human review gates, and 
account escalations at Level 1 with full human authority. The supervision dashboard 
tracked autonomous completion rate, customer satisfaction by case type, and 
escalation quality — not just volume. 

Documented results. Salesforce reported 74% autonomous resolution of customer 
service cases — meaning 3 in 4 cases were handled without human intervention. Within 
the first four months of deployment, the sales pipeline generated by agent-assisted 
interactions reached $60 million. Customer satisfaction scores for agent-handled cases 
were within 0.3 points of human-handled cases — a difference not statistically 
significant at the volume measured. 

AIAM™ Lesson. The 74% autonomy rate was not achieved by maximizing autonomous 
operation — it was achieved by correctly calibrating which cases could be autonomous 
and designing the supervision framework that allowed those cases to run without 
intervention while catching the 26% that required human judgment. The quality of the 
supervision design is what made the autonomy rate sustainable. 

 

    Competency Checklist — Module 3 
✓ I can explain the supervision paradox and articulate why over-supervision and 
under-supervision are symmetric failure modes. 

✓ I have designed a two-layer metrics architecture (technical + business) for at least 
one active agent, with defined intervention thresholds for each dimension. 

✓ I can identify and distinguish the three types of silent failure (Type 1: Silent Errors, Type 
2: Behavioral Drift, Type 3: Real-Consequence Hallucinations) and describe the 
supervision mechanism that detects each one. 

✓ I can apply the four-level intervention framework, defining the appropriate trigger, 
authorized actor, and response timeline for each level. 
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✓ I understand the five panels of the AIAM™ Supervision Dashboard and can explain 
the governance purpose each one serves. 

✓ I know the four strategic tensions the Agentic Governance Board must manage and 
can describe the risk of imbalance in both directions for each tension. 

✓ I can explain the AI Productivity Paradox and demonstrate how the AIAM™ 
supervision framework prevents it. 

✓ I know Salesforce Agentforce's documented results (74% autonomous resolution, 
$60M pipeline) and can explain the supervision model that made those results 
sustainable. 

 

IAM™ RESPONSIBILITIES 

Module 3: Agent Supervision, Auditing, and Performance 

 

The AI Agent Manager who has completed this module assumes the following 
organizational responsibilities: 

1. Two-layer metrics architecture. Design and maintain the technical and business 
metrics framework for every active agent, with documented intervention thresholds 
that trigger defined governance actions. 

2. Silent failure detection. Implement behavioral monitoring systems for every agent, 
using the documented instruction framework as the behavioral baseline, and 
conducting monthly behavioral consistency reviews. 

3. Intervention framework governance. Apply the four-level intervention framework 
consistently, documenting every Level 1+ intervention with trigger, action taken, and 
resolution outcome. 

4. AIAM™ Dashboard maintenance. Keep all five dashboard panels current, ensuring 
that the governance calendar, escalation log, and behavioral monitoring data are 
accurate and accessible to all governance board members. 

5. Governance Board leadership. Chair or co-chair the Agentic Governance Board 
quarterly session, preparing the strategic tension analysis and ensuring that every 
active agent has a documented governance status before each review. 
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🔍 Strategic Reflection 

Think about the agents currently active in your area or organization. Do you have 
documented behavioral baselines for each one? If a Type 2 behavioral drift started 
today, would your current monitoring systems detect it within 30 days — or would you 
discover it only when a business consequence became visible? 

Salesforce achieved 74% autonomous resolution not by deploying the most powerful 
model — but by designing the most precise supervision system. The ratio of autonomous 
operation to human oversight is not determined by the technology: it is determined by 
the quality of the governance framework the AIAM™ builds before and after deployment. 
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PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
Module 3 - 10 Practice Questions 

Scenario-based questions for the AI Agent Manager 
 

Question 1. An AI agent managing supplier contract renewals has maintained 99.8% 
uptime for six months. However, the procurement director notices that the contracts it 
processes consistently fail to flag a new non-compete clause that was added to the 
standard template three months ago. Technical metrics show no anomaly. What type of 
silent failure is this, and what supervision mechanism should have detected it? 

A)  Type 3: Real-Consequence Hallucination. The agent is generating confident outputs that 
are factually incorrect. The detection mechanism is a confidence threshold gate. 
B)  Type 1: Silent Error. The agent is producing incorrect outputs that look technically correct. 
The detection mechanism is behavioral monitoring against the documented instruction 
framework, which would have shown a pattern of missed clause flags. 
C)  Type 2: Behavioral Drift. The agent's decision patterns shifted when the new clause was 
introduced. The detection mechanism is a quarterly instruction framework review. 
D)  This is a technical failure, not a silent failure. The detection mechanism is the technical 
metrics dashboard. 

Rationale: The agent is producing outputs that pass all technical validation but contain 
systematic content errors — the definition of Type 1: Silent Error. The correct detection 
mechanism is behavioral monitoring that compares actual output patterns against the 
documented success criteria for clause flagging. A technical dashboard measuring uptime 
and format compliance would not detect this failure because the agent is functioning 
technically correctly. 

 

Question 2. You are the AIAM™ for a customer service operation. Your behavioral 
monitoring shows that the agent's escalation rate for complex billing disputes has 
dropped from 23% to 8% over the past 60 days, but no formal instruction update was 
made. Customer satisfaction for billing cases has simultaneously declined from 4.1 to 3.6. 
What is the most likely diagnosis and the correct intervention level? 

A)  The agent has improved at handling billing disputes autonomously. The satisfaction 
decline is unrelated. No intervention is needed. 
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B)  This is behavioral drift (Type 2 silent failure). The agent's escalation behavior has shifted 
without an authorized instruction change, likely causing it to handle cases autonomously that 
should be escalated. Apply Level 1 intervention: investigate the drift cause, update decision 
criteria, and restore the escalation rate to its baseline. 
C)  The escalation rate decline is a positive efficiency improvement. The satisfaction decline 
requires investigation of the human team's performance on the cases that are still escalated. 
D)  Apply Level 3: Full Deactivation until the root cause of the satisfaction decline is identified. 

Rationale: The correlation between reduced escalation rate (without an authorized change) 
and declining satisfaction is the behavioral drift pattern. The agent has drifted toward 
handling cases autonomously that require human judgment — exactly what the escalation 
criteria were designed to prevent. Level 1 intervention is appropriate: investigate the drift, 
restore the instruction framework, and monitor for recovery. Level 3 is disproportionate; the 
root cause is clear and addressable. 

 

Question 3. An AIAM™ at a financial institution receives a business metric alert: the 
autonomous completion rate for loan application pre-screening has dropped from 81% 
to 62% in the past month, while the technical dashboard shows normal performance. The 
correct first action is: 

A)  Schedule a technical review with the engineering team to identify system performance 
issues not captured by the current monitoring configuration. 
B)  Investigate whether there were changes in the loan application input data distribution, 
updates to the underlying model, or changes in the regulatory criteria that define what 
constitutes a complete pre-screening — the root cause is likely in the agent's operating 
context, not in the technical system. 
C)  Immediately activate Level 2 circuit breaker and move all pre-screening to manual review 
while the cause is investigated. 
D)  Update the success metric threshold from 81% to 62% to reflect the agent's current 
operating baseline. 

Rationale: The technical metrics are normal, so this is not a technical failure — it is a business 
performance issue. The most likely causes of a sustained drop in autonomous completion rate 
without technical anomalies are: a shift in the type of applications coming in, a model update 
that changed classification behavior, or a regulatory change that affected what the agent 
can process. The AIAM™ must diagnose the cause before applying any intervention. 
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Question 4. A member of the Agentic Governance Board argues that the circuit breaker 
(Level 2 intervention) should require Board approval before activation, to prevent 
individual AIAMs from disrupting operations based on isolated incidents. The argument 
against this proposal, grounded in the intervention framework, is: 

A)  Board approval requirements would make the circuit breaker practically unusable in time-
sensitive situations, since Board members may not be available for same-day decisions. 
B)  The circuit breaker is designed for situations where a confirmed failure is accumulating 
business consequences in real time. Adding an approval layer would introduce a delay 
between failure detection and intervention that allows additional damage to accumulate. The 
Board reviews Level 2 interventions after activation, not before. 
C)  Individual AIAMs should not have unilateral authority over decisions that affect operational 
continuity. The Board approval requirement is a sound governance safeguard. 
D)  The circuit breaker is already an automated response and cannot be made dependent on 
human approval by design. 

Rationale: The intervention framework establishes that Level 2 activations must occur within 
4 hours of confirmed failure — a timeline that makes pre-approval impractical. The Board's 
governance role is post-activation review, root cause analysis, and decision about return to 
autonomous operation — not pre-activation authorization. Option A makes the correct 
practical point but misses the governance architecture rationale. 

 

Question 5. You are reviewing the Supervision Dashboard for a sales process automation 
agent. Panel 3 (Behavioral Monitoring) shows that the agent's behavioral consistency 
score has dropped from 94% to 79% over the past 45 days, but no intervention has been 
triggered because the threshold was set at 75%. No business metric alerts have fired. What 
is the correct action? 

A)  No action required: the threshold is 75% and the current score (79%) is above it. The 
dashboard is functioning as designed. 
B)  Adjust the intervention threshold from 75% to 72% to create more headroom before the next 
alert fires. 
C)  Treat the downward trend as a leading indicator of an emerging Type 2 failure and 
conduct a proactive Level 1 review: compare current agent behavior against the instruction 
framework baseline to identify what is changing before the threshold breach occurs. 
D)  Activate Level 2 circuit breaker proactively since the downward trend suggests the 
threshold will be breached within the next 30 days. 
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Rationale: A 15-point drop in behavioral consistency over 45 days is a trend, not a point-in-
time measurement. Waiting for a threshold breach means allowing the drift to advance 
further before taking action. The AIAM™ uses the dashboard as an early warning system, not 
just a threshold alarm. A proactive Level 1 review when a significant trend appears — even 
above the threshold — is the correct application of the supervision framework. 

 

Question 6. A logistics company has deployed 12 agents across four departments. The 
Agentic Governance Board meets quarterly. At the most recent session, three of the 12 
agents have no documented behavioral baseline, two have permission profiles that have 
not been audited in over six months, and one has been operating with a Level 1 circuit 
breaker active for 47 days without a resolution plan. Based on this governance review, 
what is the most accurate assessment? 

A)  The organization is in good standing: 9 of 12 agents are fully documented and only one has 
an active intervention. 
B)  The governance board session has identified three specific compliance gaps that must be 
addressed with formal action plans before the next session: documented baselines for the 
three undocumented agents, permission audits for the two overdue agents, and a resolution 
plan for the 47-day Level 1 circuit breaker. 
C)  The 47-day circuit breaker requires immediate escalation to Level 3 deactivation since it 
has exceeded the 30-day resolution SLA. 
D)  The permission audit gaps are the highest-priority item; behavioral baselines are desirable 
but not governance-critical. 

Rationale: A governance board session exists precisely to identify and address these gaps 
formally. The correct response is to create action plans with owners and deadlines for each 
gap. Option A minimizes real governance deficits. Option C is not automatic: a Level 1 circuit 
breaker that has exceeded its SLA requires a formal review and decision, which may or may 
not result in Level 3 escalation. Option D creates a false hierarchy between the types of 
governance gaps. 

 

Question 7. According to the HBR article "Why You Shouldn't Treat AI Agents Like 
Employees" (May 2026), what is the most important structural difference between 
managing human employees and managing AI agents from a supervision perspective? 

A)  Human employees require performance reviews annually; AI agents require continuous 
monitoring because their performance can drift without any behavioral signal that would be 
apparent to the manager. 
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B)  Agents do not have career aspirations or interpersonal dynamics, making them simpler to 
manage than human teams. 
C)  The designated manager of an AI agent is responsible not for enabling the agent's 
performance like a people manager, but for ensuring that deployed agents continue to 
perform at the quality level that justified their deployment — which requires structured 
supervision as an ongoing function, not a periodic check-in. 
D)  Human employees can be retrained when their performance declines; AI agents must be 
replaced or fully redesigned, making the cost of failure much higher. 

Rationale: HBR's central argument is that the management function for AI agents is 
fundamentally different from people management: it is about sustaining deployed 
performance through structured supervision, not about motivating or developing the agent. 
The AIAM™ role is specifically the organizational response to this management challenge. 
Options A and D make valid technical points but do not capture the core management insight. 

 

Question 8. Salesforce reported that its Agentforce deployment achieved 74% 
autonomous case resolution. An executive interprets this as evidence that the remaining 
26% represents "failures" that the AI was unable to handle. As AIAM™, how do you correct 
this interpretation? 

A)  The executive is correct; the 26% represents the current capability ceiling of the agent, 
which will decrease as the model improves. 
B)  The 74% autonomous resolution rate reflects deliberate governance design: the 26% were 
cases that the AIAM™ explicitly defined as requiring human judgment based on case 
category, value threshold, or complexity criteria. These are not failures — they are the 
escalation framework working correctly. 
C)  The 26% reflects edge cases that the training data did not cover; they represent 
opportunities to expand the agent's capabilities through additional fine-tuning. 
D)  The 74% rate should be the target for all agent deployments; the 26% escalation rate 
indicates room for governance efficiency improvements. 

Rationale: The escalation rate is determined by the governance framework, not by the agent's 
capability ceiling. Cases that meet defined escalation criteria should be escalated — that is 
the intended behavior. Calling escalations "failures" misunderstands the supervision 
architecture. The AIAM™ sets escalation thresholds deliberately to ensure that human 
judgment is applied where it creates value; the resulting escalation rate is a governance 
outcome, not a performance deficiency. 
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Question 9. An AIAM™ has been asked by the CFO to reduce supervision costs for a Level 
3 autonomous agent managing financial compliance reporting. The CFO argues that 
since the agent has had zero incidents in 18 months, the current level of monitoring is 
excessive. The correct response is: 

A)  Agree with the CFO: 18 months without incidents validates the agent's reliability and justifies 
a reduction in monitoring frequency. 
B)  Explain that the 18-month incident-free record is evidence that the supervision system is 
working — not evidence that it can be reduced. Silent failures in compliance agents are 
precisely the type of risk that accumulates before any incident is visible, and the cost of a 
compliance failure would substantially exceed any monitoring cost savings. 
C)  Propose a supervised pilot of reduced monitoring for 90 days with a defined success 
criterion before making the permanent change. 
D)  Escalate to the governance board for a decision, since changes to supervision levels for 
Level 4 agents require board approval. 

Rationale: This is a critical governance argument: the absence of incidents is evidence of 
effective supervision, not evidence that supervision can be reduced. In a compliance context, 
silent failures can accumulate over months before producing a regulatory incident — exactly 
the failure mode that monitoring is designed to prevent. The cost-benefit calculation strongly 
favors maintaining supervision. Option C proposes a reasonable compromise but misses the 
central argument. 

 

Question 10. A Type 3 hallucination is detected in a customer communications agent: the 
agent sent a legally incorrect statement about a product warranty to 340 customers 
before the error was caught. The Level 2 circuit breaker was activated 3 hours after the 
first instance was flagged. The governance review must answer: what failure in the 
supervision framework allowed 340 instances to occur before activation? 

A)  The circuit breaker activation threshold was set too high; it should have triggered after the 
first confirmed hallucination instance. 
B)  The behavioral monitoring system was not configured to detect output content accuracy, 
only format compliance. The supervision architecture had a gap: it lacked a content 
validation gate for legally sensitive customer-facing outputs above a defined consequence 
threshold. 
C)  The Level 2 protocol requires 4-hour activation, so the response time was within the defined 
SLA and the framework functioned correctly. 
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D)  The human team that was monitoring escalations failed to flag the first instance; the 
supervision framework itself was adequate. 

Rationale: The root cause of 340 instances reaching customers before intervention is a 
supervision architecture gap: no content validation gate was in place for legally sensitive 
outputs. A correctly designed supervision architecture for a customer communications agent 
would include output-level content review for messages containing warranty or legal 
language — either a confidence threshold that routes such outputs for human review before 
sending, or a sampling-based human audit. The framework's intervention SLA is not the 
problem; the absence of a pre-send validation gate is. 

 
 
 

Module 3 Complete! 
Continue to: 

Module 4: Process Redesign — Human + Agent Hybrid Teams 
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MODULE 4 
Process Redesign: 
Human + Agent Hybrid Teams 
⏱  Estimated duration: 45 minutes 
 

🎯 MODULE OBJECTIVE 

Equip the AI Agent Manager to design, activate, and lead hybrid teams where 
autonomous agents and human professionals collaborate within redesigned workflows, 
distributing tasks according to strategic criteria of value, risk, and judgment, and 
managing the organizational change this model demands. 

 

4.1  The New Unit of Work: The Hybrid Team 
The widespread adoption of artificial intelligence agents does not eliminate human 
teams — it transforms them. The question is no longer whether agents will replace jobs, 
but how teams should be designed so that humans and agents work together. The 
McKinsey Global Institute's Superagency in the Workplace report (January 2025) 
documents that 78% of knowledge workers can use AI agents for significant portions of 
their current tasks without being replaced — they are amplified. 

A hybrid team is a work unit composed of human professionals and autonomous 
agents that operate in coordination to achieve business objectives. In this model, 
humans contribute judgment, relationships, ethics, and creativity; agents contribute 
speed, scale, consistency, and 24/7 availability. The AI Agent Manager is the person who 
designs the interface between both worlds: defining what each party does, 
establishing handoff protocols, and ensuring the whole functions as a coherent 
system. 

This transition requires breaking with a common but mistaken intuition: that delegating 
tasks to an agent is equivalent to losing control or reducing quality. Empirical evidence 
shows the opposite. Well-designed hybrid teams report productivity gains of 20 to 45 
percent compared to non-augmented teams, according to the same McKinsey report, 
as long as there is a deliberate distribution of responsibilities and effective supervision 
channels. 
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78% 
of knowledge workers can 
use agents for significant 

portions of their work 
(McKinsey 2025) 

 

 
20–45% 

productivity gain in well-
designed hybrid teams 

 

 
67% 

of executives cite human-
agent collaboration as 
top priority 2025–2026 

 

4.2  Task Taxonomy: What to Delegate and What to Retain 
The first design decision an AI Agent Manager must make when building a hybrid team 
is the task taxonomy: an explicit classification of which activities belong to the agent's 
domain, which belong to the human domain, and which require active collaboration 
between both. This decision is not technical — it is strategic. It requires understanding 
the differential value that human judgment contributes to each type of activity. 
The classification criterion rests on four variables: (1) context variability — highly 
variable tasks require human judgment; (2) consequence of error — greater 
consequence demands human oversight; (3) relationship requirements — interactions 
requiring empathy, negotiation, or trust must remain in the human domain; and (4) 
availability of structured data — without clean, structured data, agents generate noise, 
not value. 

 

Task Type Signals that the 
agent leads 

Signals that the 
human leads 

Recommended 
collaboration model 

Data processing and 
reporting 

High volume, fixed 
structure, frequent 
periodicity 

Irregular data, 
ambiguous context, 
multiple 
unintegrated 
sources 

Agent generates; human 
validates and makes 
decisions on findings 

External customer 
communication 

FAQs, follow-up, 
status updates, 
first-line responses 

Negotiations, 
escalated 
complaints, 
strategic 
relationships 

Agent as first layer; 
human handles 
escalations and key 
closings 

Strategic analysis and 
decisions 

Data aggregation, 
scenario 
preparation, 
backtesting 

Interpretation of 
weak signals, 
judgment on 
qualitative factors 

Agent prepares the 
analytical dashboard; 
human makes the final 
decision 
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Task Type Signals that the 
agent leads 

Signals that the 
human leads 

Recommended 
collaboration model 

Exception and issue 
management 

Initial triage, routing, 
ticket creation 

Complex case 
resolution, crisis 
management, 
ethical decisions 

Agent diagnoses and 
routes; human resolves 
unstructured cases 

Onboarding and team 
development 

Orientation 
material, quizzes, 
progress tracking 

Mentoring, career 
conversations, 
organizational 
culture 

Agent as platform; human 
as guide and role model 

Project coordination Status updates, 
milestone alerts, 
routine task 
assignment 

Conflict 
management, 
replanning for 
unforeseen events, 
political alignment 

Agent manages the 
dashboard; human leads 
meetings and decisions 

 

This framework is not rigid. Categories evolve as agents mature and data grows richer. 
The AI Agent Manager should review it quarterly: what today requires intensive human 
oversight may become agent territory in six months, and vice versa when business 
conditions change. 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 1 

McKinsey Global Institute. (2025, January). Superagency in the workplace: 
Empowering people to unlock AI's full potential. McKinsey & Company. — "About 78 
percent of workers could shift some of their tasks to gen AI today. [...] The 
organizations that will benefit most are those that redesign jobs and workflows to 
take advantage of this potential — creating roles where humans and AI work 
together, rather than simply automating existing tasks." 

 

4.3  Process Redesign: The AIAM™ 5-Step Method 
Redesigning a process for a hybrid team is not the same as automating it. Automation 
replaces human steps with machine steps. Hybrid redesign reimagines the complete 
flow assuming the team operates with expanded capabilities. It requires a structured 
method to avoid the two most common mistakes: automating what should remain 
human, and retaining in humans what agents can execute with greater speed and 
consistency. 
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The AI Agent Manager applies the AIAM™ redesign method in five sequential steps: 

 

STEP 
1 

Map the Current Process (AS-IS) 
Document the current flow of activities including who executes what, how often, what 
data it consumes, and what decisions it involves. The goal is not a perfect diagram but 
an honest understanding of the real work, including exceptions and undocumented 
shortcuts. 

 

STEP 
2 

Classify with the Taxonomy 
Apply the Task Taxonomy to each activity in the process. Identify agent territory, 
human territory, and active collaboration zones. Document the rationale for each 
classification for future reviews. 

 

STEP 
3 

Design the Future Process (TO-BE) 
Redesign the flow by integrating agents at the identified positions. Define handoff 
points: when and how the agent transfers the task to the human, what information 
must accompany that transfer, and what the expected response SLA is in each 
direction. 

 

STEP 
4 

Pilot with a Subset 
Launch the redesigned process with a small team in a controlled context. Define 
success metrics before the pilot: reduction in cycle time, error rate, human team 
satisfaction, output quality. Document what the agent could not resolve 
autonomously. 

 

STEP 
5 

Scale and Continuously Refine 
Extend the model to the full team applying the lessons from the pilot. Establish a 
quarterly review cycle to adjust the taxonomy, update handoff criteria, and re-
evaluate human intervention thresholds as agents accumulate history and data 
improves. 

A frequent mistake in Step 3 is designing ambiguous handoffs: the process says "the 
agent escalates to the human when necessary" without defining when that is. Each 
handoff point must specify an objective condition: the agent's confidence threshold, 
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the type of exception detected, maximum wait time, or the client category that 
triggers the transfer. Ambiguity in handoffs is the number-one cause of friction in 
hybrid teams, according to the World Economic Forum in its Future of Jobs Report 2025. 

 

4.4  Agentic Change Management: From Resistance to Adoption 
The greatest obstacle to implementing hybrid teams is not technological — it is human. 
The Deloitte Human Capital Trends 2025 documents that 58% of resistance to AI agent 
adoption stems from uncertainty about the future role of the human worker, not from 
technical problems with the tool. The AI Agent Manager must manage this transition 
with the same rigor applied to the process redesign itself. 

Agentic resistance has three typical manifestations: active rejection ("the agent 
makes mistakes"), passive rejection (the worker does not report agent failures to avoid 
depending on it), and over-dependence (the worker delegates even tasks requiring 
human judgment, creating risks no one supervises). All three are forms of dysfunctional 
relationship with agents, and all three are the manager's responsibility — not the 
worker's. 

 

🔄 The Three Levels of Agentic Adoption 

LEVEL 1 — AWARENESS: The worker understands what the agent does, its capabilities and limits, 
and how to read its outputs. Without this level, any adoption is superficial. | LEVEL 2 — 
COMPETENCY: The worker can design effective instructions for the agent, interpret its results, 
detect its errors, and make decisions about them. | LEVEL 3 — STRATEGIC COLLABORATION: The 
worker actively redesigns their own way of working to leverage the agent, proposes 
improvements to the hybrid flow, and acts as a quality sensor for the system. 

 

The AI Agent Manager designs the training plan across these three levels for each role 
on their team. Not every role needs to reach Level 3: an operations analyst can work 
effectively at Level 2, while an area leader must reach Level 3 to redesign workflows 
and communicate the model both up and down the organization. 

Change communication is as important as technical training. Teams that receive a 
clear narrative about why the process is changing, what role the agent plays, and how 
the human role will evolve report adoption rates 2.4 times higher than teams that 
receive only technical training without strategic context, according to the same 
Deloitte report. 
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ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 2 

World Economic Forum. (2025). Future of Jobs Report 2025. World Economic Forum. — 
"Generative AI is the most transformative technology in the survey, expected to 
transform 86% of businesses by 2030. [...] The Report finds that 39% of existing skill sets 
will be transformed or become outdated by 2030. [...] Organizations which establish 
reskilling and upskilling programs to support the workforce transition will be better 
positioned to retain talent and capture productivity gains." 

 

4.5  New Hybrid Team Roles 
Adopting agents does not only change how processes are executed — it changes the 
team's role structure. New responsibilities emerge that must be explicitly assigned. If 
they are not, governance gaps are filled with improvisation, which leads to the agent 
sprawl and silent failures described in Module 3. 

 

Role Primary Responsibility Relationship with the AIAM™ 

Agent Owner Responsible for one or more specific 
agents: defines their purpose, validates 
their outputs, escalates failures, and 
manages their lifecycle 

Reports to the AIAM™; is the first 
point of contact for agent 
incidents 

Workflow Designer Designs and documents hybrid 
processes: maps the AS-IS, designs the 
TO-BE, defines handoffs, and keeps 
documentation current 

Works under the AIAM™'s 
direction to implement the 5-
Step AIAM™ Method 

Quality Reviewer Validates samples of agent outputs to 
detect behavioral drift, hallucinations, 
and context errors before they escalate 

Provides inputs to the AIAM™ for 
intervention decisions (Module 
3) 

Change Champion Team adoption reference: facilitates peer 
training, communicates the purpose of 
change, and acts as the interface 
between the human team and the 
transformation process 

Strategic ally of the AIAM™ for 
managing cultural resistance 

Ethics Reviewer Evaluates the ethical implications of 
agent outputs: bias, privacy, equity in 
automated decisions, and compliance 
with internal policies 

Escalates any identified ethical 
risk to the AIAM™; can activate 
the circuit breaker 
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Role Primary Responsibility Relationship with the AIAM™ 

AI Agent Manager 
(AIAM™) 

Designs the hybrid team, manages task 
taxonomy, leads process redesign, 
communicates to leadership, and 
guarantees the governance of the 
system 

Central role: connects all prior 
roles and is accountable to 
leadership for hybrid team 
results 

 

In small teams, the same professional may hold multiple roles simultaneously. What 
matters is not having people dedicated exclusively to each function, but that every 
responsibility is explicitly assigned to someone. Ownership ambiguity is the root of 
agent sprawl and inadequate supervision. 

 

4.6  Hybrid Team Success Indicators 
A successful hybrid team is not measured solely by agent metrics — speed, volume, 
error rate — but by the integrated impact on people, process, and business. The AI 
Agent Manager must monitor three layers simultaneously: human team indicators, 
hybrid system indicators, and business indicators. No single layer is sufficient on its 
own. 

 

Layer Key Indicators Warning Signals AIAM™ Action 

Human Team Job satisfaction, perceived 
cognitive load, adoption 
level, human-initiated 
escalation rate 

Increase in complaints, 
reduced voluntary use of 
agents, rise in overtime 
without volume reduction 

Review adoption level; 
adjust training; 1:1 
interviews to identify 
friction points 

Hybrid 
System 

Agent autonomous 
completion rate, end-to-
end cycle time, handoff 
frequency, error rate in 
agent outputs 

Frequent handoffs at the 
same process point, 
stagnant or increasing 
cycle time, rising output 
errors 

Review task taxonomy; 
adjust handoff criteria; 
audit agent prompt and 
data 

Business Volume processed per unit 
of time, cost per 
transaction, end-customer 
satisfaction, hybrid team 
ROI vs. prior team 

Drop in customer NPS, 
rising operational costs 
despite the agent, 
stagnant pipeline 

Root cause analysis; 
review TO-BE; escalate 
findings to the agentic 
governance board 
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📋 Real Case: Accenture — 300,000 Professionals Redesigning Their Work 

Context. In 2024, Accenture announced a $3 billion investment in its Data & AI practice, 
committed to training 300,000 employees in its services division to collaborate with AI 
agents. The goal was not to reduce headcount, but to expand delivery capacity without 
proportionally increasing costs. 

The redesign. Accenture applied a hybrid model in its software development practice: 
agents handle boilerplate code generation, automated review, documentation, and 
unit testing; human developers focus on architecture, business logic review, client 
interaction, and high-level design decisions. Project managers operate as AI Agent 
Managers: distributing tasks between agents and humans according to the taxonomy 
of each sprint. 

Documented results. Accenture reported a 30% improvement in software project 
delivery speed in teams with an active hybrid model. Developers reported a significant 
reduction in repetitive tasks and an increase in time devoted to high-value work. Senior 
talent retention rates remained above the industry benchmark throughout the 
transition. 

AIAM™ Lesson. The success did not come from the technology — it came from the 
deliberate design of roles, workflows, and delegation criteria. Each team had an explicit 
owner of the hybrid model. No agent operated without an assigned Agent Owner. 
Change management was treated as a strategic initiative, not a footnote to the 
technical process. 

 

    Competency Checklist — Module 4 
✓ I can classify my team's tasks using the hybrid model Task Taxonomy and can justify 
each classification in writing. 

✓ I can apply the AIAM™ 5-Step Method to redesign an existing process that integrates 
agents at strategic positions. 

✓ I identify and design handoff points with objective, measurable conditions: no 
ambiguity about when the agent transfers to the human. 

✓ I recognize the three manifestations of agentic resistance (active rejection, passive 
rejection, over-dependence) and know how to intervene in each case. 

✓ I can design a training plan across the three adoption levels (awareness, 
competency, strategic collaboration) tailored to the roles on my team. 
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✓ I explicitly assign all hybrid team roles — Agent Owner, Workflow Designer, Quality 
Reviewer, Change Champion, Ethics Reviewer — ensuring no ownership gaps. 

✓ I monitor the three layers of hybrid team indicators (human, system, business) and 
know what action to take in response to each warning signal. 

✓ I communicate the hybrid model upward (to leadership) and downward (to the 
team) with language that integrates both the technical and human dimensions of the 
change. 

 
AIAM™ RESPONSIBILITIES 
Module 4: Human + Agent Hybrid Teams 
 

The AI Agent Manager who has completed this module assumes the following 
organizational responsibilities: 

1.  Hybrid team design. Build and document the hybrid team structure for each process 
under their management, including the updated task taxonomy, assigned roles, and 
handoff criteria defined with objective precision. 

2. Leadership of process redesign. Facilitate the application of the AIAM™ 5-Step 
Method for each relevant process in their area, documenting the AS-IS, the TO-BE, the 
pilot results, and improvements upon scaling. 

3. Cultural change management. Implement the three-level adoption training plan 
for each team role, identify Change Champions, and ensure the strategic change 
narrative reaches the entire organization clearly and consistently. 

4. Integrated monitoring of the hybrid system. Maintain active tracking of the three 
indicator layers (human, system, business) and respond with documented corrective 
actions to any warning signal before it escalates. 

5. Upward strategic communication. Report to leadership on the state of the hybrid 
team with data from all three layers, articulating the value generated, risks identified, 
and strategic decisions required for the next evolution cycle of the model. 

 

🔍 Strategic Reflection 

In your current work area, do you have clarity about which tasks could be executed by 
an agent more effectively than a human? Is there an explicit taxonomy — even an 
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informal one — or does each person individually decide what to delegate and what to 
retain? How much value is being lost in the absence of that deliberate design? 

The hybrid team is not the future — it is the present in the world's most competitive 
organizations. The question is not whether your team will adopt this model, but whether 
it will do so with design or through improvisation. The difference between these two 
paths is the difference between a sustainable competitive advantage and a new source 
of organizational chaos. 
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PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
Module 4 - 10 Practice Questions 

Scenarios based on real-world agent manager situations 
 

Question 1. An operations manager has an invoice approval process that includes: 
document receipt, data verification against the ERP system, budget validation, duplicate 
detection, and final approval. According to the AIAM™ Task Taxonomy, which activities 
should the agent lead? 

A)  All activities, including the final approval, because agents are more precise than humans 
in accounting tasks. 
B)  Receipt, data verification, budget validation, and duplicate detection; the final approval 
remains with the human due to its consequence and accountability. 
C)  Only document receipt; the rest requires human judgment because financial amounts are 
sensitive. 
D)  None, because financial processes must always be 100% human to ensure regulatory 
compliance. 

Rationale: Receipt, ERP verification, budget validation, and duplicate detection are data 
processing tasks with clear structure: agent profile. Final approval involves financial 
consequences, legal accountability, and business judgment: human profile. This is the correct 
collaboration model according to the module's taxonomy. 

 

Question 2. An HR director detects that the agent pre-screening candidates is 
systematically rejecting profiles with employment gaps, which may be generating bias 
against mothers on maternity leave. What is the most appropriate action for the AI Agent 
Manager? 

A)  Deactivate the agent immediately and return to the manual process to avoid legal risks. 
B)  Ignore it for now, since the agent increases overall recruiting efficiency and individual 
cases are statistically minor. 
C)  Activate the Ethics Reviewer protocol, document the pattern, adjust the agent's criteria, 
and communicate the finding to the Agentic Governance Board for a policy review. 
D)  Ask the technical team to give the agent more data to improve its accuracy without 
changing the current criteria. 
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Rationale: This is a classic Ethics Reviewer case: an agent output pattern with ethical, legal, 
and equity implications. The correct action is to document, correct the criteria, and escalate 
for policy review. Option A is an overreaction that destroys value. Option B is negligence. 
Option D does not address the real problem, which is the evaluation criterion, not the volume 
of data. 

 

Question 3. A sales manager implements a hybrid team for account management. Three 
months later, the team reports that quote cycle time dropped 40%, but customer 
satisfaction fell 12%. What is the most likely diagnosis according to the Module 4 indicators 
model? 

A)  The agent is failing technically; the problem lies in the hybrid system layer and requires 
code adjustments. 
B)  The human team is resisting the hybrid model; the problem lies in the human team layer 
and requires more training. 
C)  The redesign improved the system layer (speed) but neglected the business layer 
(customer satisfaction); agents are likely handling interactions that require human judgment. 
D)  The indicators are contradictory and it is not possible to diagnose the problem with this 
data; more time is needed. 

Rationale: Speed improved (system layer) but the customer is feeling it negatively (business 
layer). This is the classic symptom of a miscalibrated task taxonomy: the agent is covering 
interactions that should remain with the human — likely high-value or relationship-driven 
communications. The AIAM™ must review the taxonomy and adjust the handoffs. 

 

Question 4. A marketing analyst on a hybrid team begins delivering the agent's final 
output directly to clients without reviewing it, arguing that "the agent is always right." The 
manager detects this. What type of dysfunction does this behavior represent and how 
should it be addressed? 

A)  Active rejection disguised as efficiency. The manager should sanction the analyst for 
process non-compliance. 
B)  Over-dependence: the worker delegates even tasks requiring human judgment. The 
manager should intervene with Level 2 adoption training and redefine mandatory review 
criteria. 
C)  Level 3 strategic collaboration: the analyst has found the optimal way to leverage the 
agent and should be recognized as a Change Champion. 
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D)  Passive resistance: the analyst avoids using the agent and delivers their own work 
attributing it to the agent to avoid depending on it. 

Rationale: This is over-dependence: the analyst assumes the agent never makes mistakes, 
eliminating the quality control that belongs to the human. The danger is that agent errors 
reach the client unfiltered. The correct action is Level 2 adoption training (competency) and 
an explicit definition of which outputs require mandatory review before going to the client. 

 

Question 5. When applying the AIAM™ 5-Step Method, Step 3 (TO-BE design) includes 
defining handoff points. What characteristic distinguishes a well-designed handoff from 
an ambiguous one? 

A)  A well-designed handoff is always initiated by the human, who decides when to intervene 
based on professional judgment. 
B)  A well-designed handoff establishes objective, measurable conditions: the agent's 
confidence threshold, the type of exception detected, maximum wait time, or the case 
category that triggers the transfer. 
C)  A well-designed handoff eliminates human intervention except in emergencies, 
maximizing agent autonomy. 
D)  A well-designed handoff is always bidirectional: the agent can transfer to the human and 
the human can return the task to the agent without restrictions. 

Rationale: Ambiguity in handoffs — "the agent escalates when necessary" — is the number-
one cause of friction in hybrid teams. A well-designed handoff has objective, verifiable 
conditions: it does not depend on the agent's judgment or the human's intuition. This enables 
auditing, continuous improvement, and reduction of coordination errors. 

 

Question 6. In a financial services firm, the compliance team has been using a contract 
review agent for six months. The agent owner reports that the agent's autonomous 
completion rate dropped from 87% to 71% last month. What is the AI Agent Manager's first 
action? 

A)  Increase the agent's budget to obtain a more advanced AI model version. 
B)  Investigate whether there were changes in the type of incoming contracts, regulatory 
updates, or changes in review criteria that might explain the drop. 
C)  Assume the agent needs more training data and urgently request a retraining from the 
technical team. 
D)  Transfer all reviews to the human team until the agent recovers its previous level. 
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Rationale: A drop in autonomous completion rate is a warning signal in the hybrid system 
layer. Before any corrective action, the AIAM™ must diagnose the root cause: did the contracts 
change? Was there a regulatory change? Was the agent updated? Diagnosis precedes 
intervention. Retraining or escalating without diagnosis wastes resources and may worsen the 
problem. 

 

Question 7. A project manager is building a hybrid team to manage a portfolio of 40 
simultaneous projects. They want to assign hybrid team roles, but their area only has 8 
people. What is the correct guidance from the AIAM™ Method for this situation? 

A)  It is not possible to implement a hybrid model with fewer than 12 people; the manager must 
wait until the team grows. 
B)  All 8 members should be Agent Owners and cover the remaining roles on a rotating weekly 
basis. 
C)  In small teams, one person can hold multiple roles; what is critical is that every 
responsibility is explicitly assigned to someone, with no ownership gaps. 
D)  The manager should prioritize only Agent Owner and Workflow Designer roles; the rest are 
optional in teams of fewer than 10. 

Rationale: The module is explicit on this: the number of people does not determine the viability 
of the hybrid model. What cannot be missing is the explicit assignment of every responsibility. 
In a team of 8, one person can be Agent Owner and Quality Reviewer at the same time. What 
cannot happen is that no one is responsible for quality review because "we're too few." 
Ownership gaps generate agent sprawl and silent failures. 

 

Question 8. After implementing the hybrid model, the human customer service team 
reports higher job satisfaction and lower stress. However, the end-customer NPS dropped 
8 points. How does the AI Agent Manager interpret this data? 

A)  Positively: human team satisfaction is the most important indicator; NPS will recover on its 
own as the team gets more accustomed to the model. 
B)  All three indicator layers must be considered together: improvement in the human layer 
but deterioration in the business layer indicates an imbalance in the hybrid team design that 
requires correction. 
C)  Negatively: NPS is the only indicator that matters; investment should be reversed in the 
human team and the agent's role reduced until the previous level is restored. 
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D)  The data is insufficient for decision-making; waiting 6 more months of data is needed 
before any adjustment. 

Rationale: This scenario perfectly illustrates the need to monitor all three layers 
simultaneously. Improvement in the human layer (team satisfaction) coexists with 
deterioration in the business layer (NPS). This suggests the hybrid model reduced team 
workload but likely transferred high-emotional-value interactions to the agent, impacting the 
customer experience. The AIAM™ must adjust the taxonomy to preserve interactions requiring 
human warmth. 

 

Question 9. A healthcare company wants to implement an agent for appointment 
management and post-consultation follow-up. The legal team advises that in 
healthcare, the professional's accountability is non-delegable. What is the most 
appropriate hybrid team model? 

A)  It is not possible to use agents in healthcare due to legal risks; the process must remain 
100% human. 
B)  The agent can handle all administrative management (scheduling, reminders, preliminary 
symptom capture) while the human professional retains all clinical decisions, diagnoses, and 
treatment recommendations. 
C)  The agent can handle the preliminary diagnosis to accelerate the consultation, as long as 
a physician reviews the output before it is delivered to the patient. 
D)  The agent should handle the entire process and physicians only digitally sign at the end to 
comply with regulations. 

Rationale: The correct taxonomy in healthcare clearly distinguishes between administrative 
tasks (agent profile) and clinical tasks (human profile). The agent takes volume and speed; 
the professional retains judgment, accountability, and the relationship with the patient. Option 
C introduces clinical risk. Option D violates the principle of professional accountability. Option 
A rejects real value out of unfounded fear. 

 

Question 10. An organization has had its hybrid model running for six months and the 
manager wants to present the case to leadership. What reporting structure best reflects 
the Module 4 approach to communicating hybrid team value? 

A)  A technical summary of agent performance: completion rate, processing speed, and cost 
per transaction. 
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B)  A human team satisfaction report: climate surveys, adoption rates, and training hours 
completed. 
C)  An integrated report combining all three layers: human team indicators, hybrid system 
metrics, and business impact indicators, with the AIAM™'s analysis of balance and 
improvement opportunities. 
D)  A cost comparison before and after implementation, with a savings projection for the next 
12 months. 

Rationale: The AI Agent Manager reports across all three layers in an integrated manner. A 
purely technical (A) or purely human (B) report is incomplete. Costs only (D) is shortsighted 
and omits strategic value. Leadership needs to see the complete system: the human team is 
operating well, the system is functioning correctly, and the business is capturing the expected 
value. That is the narrative that justifies the investment and enables scaling. 

 
 

Module 4 complete! 
Continue with the next module: 

Module 5: Business Impact — Measuring, Communicating, and 
Scaling Results 
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MODULE 5 
Business Impact: 
Measuring, Communicating, and Scaling Results 
⏱  Estimated duration: 50 minutes 
 

🎯 MODULE OBJECTIVE 

Equip the AI Agent Manager to build a value measurement architecture for agent-
generated outcomes, communicate that value to leadership in strategic language, and 
design the scaling path from isolated pilots to sustainable organizational agentic 
platforms. 

 
 

5.1  The Measurement Problem: Why Traditional ROI Falls Short 
Most AI projects face the same obstacle in their second phase: demonstrating value 
to leadership with metrics that leadership understands. The BCG Henderson Institute's 
Capturing the True Value of Generative AI report (2025) documents that organizations 
measuring AI's impact only through operational efficiency metrics capture less than 
30% of the real value generated. The remaining 70% — quality improvements, 
enablement of new capabilities, risk reduction, accumulated competitive advantage 
— remains invisible on leadership dashboards. 

This invisibility has direct consequences. Gartner projects that more than 40% of 
agentic AI projects will be canceled before 2027, not because they fail technically, but 
because they cannot articulate their value in the language that leadership 
committees use to make investment decisions. The AI Agent Manager is the person 
who must close that gap: translating hybrid team operations into strategic impact 
that is understandable and defensible. 

The root problem is that classic ROI — (Benefit – Investment) / Investment — was 
designed for physical assets and predictable processes. Agents generate value in 
three ways this model does not capture well: deferred value (savings that materialize 
months after the pilot), enabled value (new capabilities that did not exist before the 
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agent), and option value (the ability to scale without proportional cost increases). An 
agentic measurement system must cover all three. 

 
 

<30% 
of true AI value captured 

when measuring only 
efficiency metrics (BCG 

2025) 
 

 
+40% 

of agentic projects to be 
canceled by 2027 for 

inability to demonstrate 
ROI (Gartner) 

 

 
$4.4T 

annual potential value of 
generative AI still 

uncaptured in most 
organizations 

 

 

5.2  Three Horizons of Value Architecture 
The Three Horizons framework, adapted to the agentic context by the BCG Henderson 
Institute, allows the AI Agent Manager to structure measurement according to when 
value becomes visible and the type of audience each horizon requires. This structure 
is fundamental because leadership committees have risk aversion toward long-term 
investments whose returns are not well documented in the early months. 

 

Horizon Typical Metrics How to Calculate Them Leadership 
Narrative 

Window 

H1 — 
Operational 
Efficiency 

Cycle time, cost per 
transaction, 
volume processed, 
error rate, human 
hours freed 

Compare pre-agent 
baseline vs. post-agent 
with the same volume 
and complexity 
conditions 

"We do the same 
things better, 
faster, and 
cheaper. Here is 
the difference in 
numbers." 

0 – 6 
months 

H2 — Quality 
and Capacity 

End-customer NPS, 
reduced escalation 
rate, additional 
volume without 
headcount 
increase, human 
team satisfaction 

Periodic surveys + 
operational 
dashboards + 
headcount vs. output 
comparison 

"We do more and 
better without 
growing our 
structure. We are 
expanding 
capacity, not just 
cutting costs." 

6 – 18 
months 
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Horizon Typical Metrics How to Calculate Them Leadership 
Narrative 

Window 

H3 — 
Strategic 
Transformati
on 

New services 
enabled by agents, 
market share 
gained, reduced 
time-to-market, 
talent retention, 
measured 
competitive 
advantage 

Comparative business 
analysis, industry 
benchmarks, growth 
projections with and 
without the agentic 
model 

"The agentic 
model allows us to 
do things that 
were previously 
impossible at this 
cost and speed. 
Here is the 
competitive 
advantage we are 
building." 

18+ months 

 

The most common mistake is presenting leadership with only Horizon 1 metrics during 
the first six months, creating the expectation that the agentic model is exclusively a 
cost-reduction tool. When the organization reaches Horizons 2 and 3, leadership 
already holds an incorrect narrative about the system's strategic purpose. The AI 
Agent Manager must introduce all three horizons from the very first presentation, even 
if H2 and H3 data are still projections. 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 1 

BCG Henderson Institute. (2025). Capturing the true value of generative AI: Beyond 
cost reduction to strategic advantage. Boston Consulting Group. — "Companies that 
measure value creation across multiple time horizons — from immediate efficiency 
gains to long-term strategic transformation — are three times more likely to sustain 
AI investment than those focused only on near-term cost reduction. The value 
narrative matters as much as the numbers." 

 

5.3  The AIAM™ Business Case: Structure for Leadership 
Presenting the agentic AI business case to a leadership committee requires a different 
structure than a technical report. Leadership does not need to know how the agent 
works — they need to understand what problem it solves, how much it costs, how much 
it is worth, and what the risk of inaction is. The AIAM™ Business Case is articulated in five 
elements that answer precisely those questions. 
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01 
BASELINE 

The current state of the process without agents: time, cost, quality, and capacity 
metrics. This is the reference point against which everything else is measured. 
Without a documented baseline, any subsequent improvement is anecdotal. The 
AIAM™ establishes the baseline before activating the first agent. 

 

02 
INVESTMENT 

The total cost of the agentic model: technology platform, implementation time, 
team training, process redesign, and ongoing maintenance. The investment must 
be honest and include hidden costs: team time during the pilot, the cost of agent 
errors during the learning curve, and process adjustments. 

 

03 
RETURNS 

The measurable benefits across three horizons: efficiency (H1), quality and capacity 
(H2), strategic transformation (H3). Returns must be expressed first in units that 
leadership understands — time, money, customers — and then in financial 
projections. Never the reverse. 

 

04 
RISKS 

The agentic model's risks with their estimated probability and impact, and the controls 
the AIAM™ has in place for each. A business case without risk analysis loses credibility 
before any experienced leadership committee. Anticipated risks demonstrate 
managerial maturity. 

 

05 
NEXT 

PHASE 

The concrete recommendation for the next step: scale the pilot, expand to another 
process, invest in platform, or pause to consolidate. The business case does not end 
with a summary — it ends with a decision that leadership must make, with the criteria 
for making it explicitly defined. 

 
 

5.4  Communicating Upward: The Language of Leadership 
The AI Agent Manager operates at the interface between two worlds with different 
languages: the operational world of agents — technical metrics, logs, completion rates, 
tokens processed — and the strategic world of leadership — profitability, risk, 
competitive advantage, growth. The ability to translate between both worlds is not a 
generic communication skill: it is a specific competency of the AIAM™ role. 
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Translation into leadership language involves three principles. First, always anchor in 
the business problem before describing the technical solution: not "the agent 
processes 1,200 requests per day," but "we can serve three times as many customers 
without hiring a single additional person." Second, express value in executive units: 
money, customer time, market share, regulatory risk. Third, anticipate the risk question: 
what happens if it fails? What controls do we have? Who is accountable? 

 

💬 Translating Technical Language into Leadership Language 

TECHNICAL: "The agent has an autonomous completion rate of 84% with an average response 
time of 1.3 seconds." → LEADERSHIP: "4 out of 5 inquiries are resolved without human 
intervention, in under 2 seconds. Our team focuses on the 20% that requires judgment, not on 
the 80% that is already routine." | TECHNICAL: "We detected 3 instances of behavioral drift last 
month that activated the circuit breaker and were corrected." → LEADERSHIP: "Our supervision 
system detected and corrected 3 anomalies before they affected any customer. The control 
mechanism is working exactly as designed." 

 

The reporting cadence to the leadership committee follows a different rhythm than 
operational dashboards. The AIAM™ maintains real-time technical dashboards for 
their own use, but reports to leadership in strategic cycles: monthly for projects in the 
pilot phase, quarterly for stable operations, and on an ad-hoc basis for significant 
incidents or scaling milestones. Over-reporting exhausts leadership attention and 
dilutes the impact of important messages. 

 

ACADEMIC 
REFERENCE 2 

Gartner. (2025). Predicts 2025: AI agents will transform enterprise operations. Gartner 
Research. — "By 2027, 40% of organizations that are currently piloting agentic AI will 
have cancelled those initiatives, primarily due to their inability to demonstrate and 
communicate strategic ROI to executive leadership committees. Value governance 
is as critical as technical governance." 

 

5.5 Scaling: From Pilot to Organizational Agentic Platform 
A successful pilot is not a guarantee of successful scaling. The conditions that make 
an agent work in a team of 8 people in a controlled process are radically different from 
the conditions needed for that same agent to operate consistently across 50 teams, 
in multiple geographies, with context and data variations the pilot did not anticipate. 
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The AI Agent Manager designs the scale as a separate strategic initiative from the pilot 
— not as its automatic extension. 

There are four necessary conditions for sustainable scaling. If any one is absent, the 
expansion will generate agent sprawl, cascading silent failures, and the kind of 
institutional distrust that is very difficult to reverse once it has taken hold. 

 

CONDITION 
1 

Documented Governance 
An active agentic governance board exists, with defined roles (Agent Owners, 
Ethics Reviewers, AIAM™) and explicit scaling criteria. Governance cannot be 
created after scaling — it must precede it. 

 

CONDITION 
2 

Sufficient Data Quality 
The data feeding the agent at scale has the same or greater quality as in the pilot. 
Data degradation at scale is the most common technical cause of systemic 
failures. The AIAM™ audits data before expanding, not after. 

 

CONDITION 
3 

Enabled Human Team 
Hybrid team roles are assigned, trained, and operational in all the new teams the 
scale incorporates. Expansion without human enablement generates systemic 
over-dependence: teams that use the agent without understanding or 
supervising it. 

 

CONDITION 
4 

Defined Scale Metrics 
Specific KPIs exist for the scaling phase, distinct from the pilot's KPIs. In scale, the 
measures are: consistency across teams, variation rate of results, adoption 
speed in new teams, and the marginal cost of each new user of the agentic 
system. 

 
 

Organizational Agentic Maturity Model 
Beyond scaling a specific process, the AI Agent Manager contributes to the evolution 
of the entire organization's agentic maturity. This three-level model makes it possible 
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to diagnose where the organization stands and which investments to prioritize to 
advance: 

 

Level Characteristics Stagnation Symptoms Advancement Lever 

Level 1 — 
Exploration 

Isolated pilots without 
formal governance. 
Each agent has an 
informal owner. No 
shared measurement 
standards or task 
taxonomies. 

Duplicated agents across 
different areas, lack of 
comparable data between 
pilots, high cultural 
resistance. 

Formally appoint AIAMs 
and establish the Agentic 
Governance Board with 
minimum governance 
criteria. 

Level 2 — 
Controlled 
Scale 

Multiple active agents 
with assigned owners. 
Documented task 
taxonomies. Business 
cases presented to 
leadership. Three-
horizon metrics in use. 

Inconsistencies between 
teams, growing 
maintenance costs, difficulty 
demonstrating H3 to 
leadership. 

Unified technology 
platform, shared data 
quality standards, 
quarterly board review 
cycle. 

Level 3 — 
Strategic 
Platform 

Agents are strategic 
assets managed as a 
portfolio. An AI 
Management function 
exists with maturity 
metrics. The 
organization designs 
new business models 
enabled by agents. 

Difficulty innovating without 
disrupting existing 
operations; risk of 
organizational over-
dependence on critical 
agents. 

Agentic innovation 
program with dedicated 
resources. Redundancy 
architecture for critical 
agents. 

 

📋 Real Case: UPS ORION — From Pilot to 100 Million Miles 

Context. UPS developed ORION (On-Road Integrated Optimization and Navigation), an 
AI agent system for delivery route optimization. The project began as a route 
measurement pilot in 2003 and took a decade to reach full scale. Disciplined 
measurement and communication of value was what kept the investment active 
throughout that period. 

The scaling challenge. UPS had 55,000 delivery routes in the U.S. Each driver traveled an 
average of 120 miles per day. The pilot demonstrated that reducing one mile per driver 
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per day generated $50 million in annual savings. But scaling an agent system to 55,000 
drivers with variable route conditions, weather, and volume required exactly the four 
scaling conditions: clear governance, quality data, enabled teams, and consistency 
metrics. 

Communicating the value. The UPS team presented the business case to leadership 
across three horizons: H1 (cost reduction per mile), H2 (CO₂ emissions reduction as 
regulatory and reputational advantage), H3 (capacity to absorb 15% more volume 
without fleet expansion). This multi-layer narrative sustained executive commitment 
throughout the 10-year implementation. 

Results at full scale. ORION reduces 100 million miles annually in the UPS fleet, equivalent 
to $400 million in direct savings and the elimination of 100,000 metric tons of CO₂ per 
year. The system processes variables from over 55,000 routes simultaneously and 
updates in real time as conditions change. Each driver has the agent's 
recommendations on their device, but retains the authority to deviate when their 
judgment calls for it. 

AIAM™ Lesson. ORION's success was not technological — it was managerial. Structured 
measurement across three horizons, continuous communication of value to leadership, 
disciplined scaling with all four conditions met, and the hybrid model (agent 
recommends, human decides) are precisely the principles of the AIAM™ program. The 
difference between a pilot that dies and a system that generates $400 million per year 
is the quality of the management, not the quality of the algorithm. 

 

5.6  The Future of the AI Agent Manager: An Evolving Role 
The AI Agent Manager is today one of the fastest-evolving roles in organizations. The 
competencies this program develops — designing agents, supervising systems, 
managing hybrid teams, measuring impact, and communicating strategy — 
constitute the core of what will become a standardized management function in 
leading global organizations in the coming years. 

In the short term (12–24 months), the AIAM™ will consolidate their role as the 
indispensable bridge between AI technical capabilities and business objectives. In the 
medium term (2–5 years), specializations will emerge: AIAM™ for operations, finance, 
HR, sales. Each domain will develop its own taxonomies, metrics, and governance 
frameworks. In the long term, agent management will integrate into all executive 
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functions — just as data management or talent management have: not as a separate 
specialty, but as a cross-cutting competency of modern management. 

What will not change is the fundamental principle running through all five modules of 
this program: agents are powerful but they are not autonomous in the strategic sense 
of the term. They need a manager who defines their purpose, supervises their 
performance, designs the teams in which they operate, measures their impact, and 
communicates their value. That manager is you. 

 

🏆 What This Program Has Given You 

Module 1: The conceptual framework of the new role and the 6 AIAM™ competencies 
according to HBR. | Module 2: The methodology for designing and onboarding agents with 
clear identity, criteria, and governance. | Module 3: The instruments for supervision, auditing, 
and silent failure detection. | Module 4: The process redesign method and change 
management approach for hybrid teams. | Module 5: The measurement architecture, 
strategic communication, and sustainable scaling. The sum of these competencies is the 
definition of the professional AI Agent Manager. 

 

    Competency Checklist — Module 5 
✓ I identify the three ways agents generate value (efficiency, quality/capacity, 
strategic transformation) and know when each type of value materializes. 

✓ I can build a documented baseline before implementing an agent, with the specific 
metrics that will be measured in each horizon. 

✓ I command the 5-element AIAM™ Business Case structure: Baseline, Investment, 
Returns, Risks, and Next Phase. 

✓ I know how to translate agent technical metrics into leadership language: 
expressing value in business units understandable to a leadership committee. 

✓ I identify the four necessary conditions for sustainable scaling and can diagnose 
which one is absent when a scale fails. 

✓ I can place my organization in the Agentic Maturity Model (Exploration, Controlled 
Scale, Strategic Platform) and design the plan to advance to the next level. 

✓ I design the reporting cadence to leadership strategically: real-time for technical 
dashboards, monthly in pilots, quarterly for stable operations. 

✓ I integrate the learnings from all five modules to operate as a complete AI Agent 
Manager: from activating the first agent to organizational scaling. 
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AIAM™ RESPONSIBILITIES 
Module 5: Business Impact — Measuring, Communicating, and Scaling 
Results 
 

The Certiprof-certified AI Agent Manager assumes the following organizational impact 
responsibilities: 

1. Agentic value measurement architecture. Build and maintain the three-horizon 
value measurement system for all agentic processes under their management, 
updating the baseline when business conditions change. 

2. Executive business case presentation. Present the updated AIAM™ Business Case 
quarterly to leadership, with data from all three horizons, current risk analysis, and a 
concrete recommendation on the next investment or adjustment phase. 

3. Scale diagnosis and management. Assess the status of the four scaling conditions 
before any expansion, document identified gaps, and design the necessary 
preparation plan to ensure that scaling does not generate agent sprawl or systemic 
failures. 

4. Leadership of organizational agentic maturity. Actively contribute to advancing 
the organization's agentic maturity level, participating in the Agentic Governance 
Board, sharing standards with other areas, and managing the technology platform as 
a shared strategic asset. 

5. Role continuity and evolution. Stay current on the evolution of agent capabilities, 
emerging regulatory frameworks, and global agentic management best practices, 
incorporating that knowledge into the organization's governance system proactively 
and in a documented manner. 

 

🔍 Strategic Reflection 

If today you had to present the business case for agents in your organization, do you 
have the baseline data? Do you know how much the process currently costs without 
agents — in time, money, and quality? Could you articulate the three horizons of value 
before a leadership committee in ten minutes? If the answer is no, that is your starting 
point: build the baseline before activating the first agent. 
The AIAM™ certification is not the end of a learning journey — it is the beginning of a 
practice. The managers who will transform their organizations are not those who know 
the most about AI: they are those who act with method, govern with rigor, communicate 
with clarity, and scale with discipline. That is what this program has built in you. Now it is 
your turn. 
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PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
Module 5 - 10 Practice Questions 

Scenarios based on real-world agent manager situations 
 

Question 1. A supply chain manager presents the ROI of their inventory optimization agent 
to leadership, showing only an 18% reduction in storage costs over the first four months. 
Leadership approves continuation but with a reduced budget. What is the most likely error 
in the business case presentation? 

A)  The data is correct but the presentation format was not appropriate for a leadership 
committee. 
B)  The manager presented only Horizon 1 metrics (operational efficiency), without including 
H2 returns (reduced stockouts, customer satisfaction) or H3 (capacity to expand the model to 
other categories without additional investment). 
C)  The 18% reduction is too modest a number; leadership cuts budgets when results do not 
exceed 25% improvement. 
D)  The problem was not including technical agent metrics in the executive presentation. 

Rationale: Leadership cut the budget because they perceived the agent as a point efficiency 
tool with limited ROI. This happens when the presentation shows only Horizon 1. The AIAM™ must 
present all three horizons from the start: H1 justifies continuing the pilot; H2 and H3 justify the 
strategic investment. A cost-only narrative always receives "efficiency" budget, never 
"transformation" budget. 

 

Question 2. An organization has five active agents managed by different areas without 
central coordination. Each area uses different metrics to measure value, there are three 
different platform vendors, and no process has a documented pre-implementation 
baseline. At what level of the Agentic Maturity Model is this organization? 

A)  Level 3 — Strategic Platform, because it already has multiple active agents in production. 
B)  Level 2 — Controlled Scale, because agents are generating measurable value across 
multiple areas. 
C)  Level 1 — Exploration, because the symptoms described (agents without governance, 
inconsistent metrics, absence of baselines) are exactly the stagnation symptoms of Level 1. 
D)  It does not correspond to any level of the model because it has a combination of 
characteristics from several levels. 
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Rationale: The described symptoms match Level 1 exactly: isolated pilots, informal owners, no 
measurement standards, non-unified platforms. The fact that there are five agents does not 
imply maturity: maturity is measured by governance, consistency, and measurement — not 
by the number of agents. The advancement lever is formally appointing AIAMs and 
establishing the Agentic Governance Board. 

 

Question 3. A marketing director asks the AI Agent Manager how long the agent takes to 
process a request and what its autonomous completion rate is. What is the most 
appropriate response in the context of Module 5's leadership language? 

A)  Provide the exact technical data: "the agent processes in 1.1 seconds with 83% autonomous 
completion." 
B)  Reply that this data is confidential and only available to the technical team. 
C)  Translate the data into leadership language: "4 out of 5 marketing requests are resolved 
without team intervention in under two seconds. That means your team can focus on 
strategic campaigns, not on routine production tasks." 
D)  Suggest the director take a technical course before interpreting the agent's metrics. 

Rationale: Module 5 establishes clearly that communication with leadership must anchor in 
the business problem and express value in executive units. The marketing director does not 
need to know model latency — they need to understand what their team gains. Option C 
translates the technical metric (83% autonomous completion) into business language (4 of 5 
requests resolved without intervention) with impact on team value. 

 

Question 4. A logistics company wants to scale a successful route optimization pilot from 
a team of 12 drivers to its entire fleet of 800. The pilot showed a 22% reduction in miles 
driven. When reviewing the four scaling conditions, the AIAM™ detects that no structured 
training exists for the 800 drivers on how to use the system. What should be done? 

A)  Proceed with scaling immediately; drivers will learn the system naturally through use. 
B)  Cancel the scaling indefinitely until all 800 drivers complete full training before any 
activation. 
C)  Pause the scaling, design the enablement program for drivers (adoption levels 1 and 2), 
and implement it in phases ensuring each new group arrives with complete training before 
activating the agent. 
D)  Scale to only 50% of the fleet as a precaution and evaluate whether training is actually 
necessary. 
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Rationale: The third scaling condition establishes that the human team must be enabled 
before activation. Proceeding without training (option A) will generate over-dependence: 
drivers who blindly follow the agent without understanding when their own judgment should 
prevail. Option B is unnecessarily conservative. Option C is the correct approach: phased 
implementation with prior enablement for each group, which also allows learning from each 
phase. 

 

Question 5. An AI Agent Manager is building the AIAM™ Business Case to present to the 
board of directors. They have completed the baseline, investment, and projected returns. 
The CFO asks: "What happens if the agent starts making incorrect decisions at scale?" 
Which element of the Business Case answers this question? 

A)  The Returns element, since it includes risk scenarios in the financial projections. 
B)  The Risks element, which documents the agentic model's risks with their estimated 
probability and impact, and the AIAM™'s active controls for each. 
C)  The Next Phase element, which describes the adjustments that would be made if the 
system fails. 
D)  This type of question has no answer in the Business Case; it requires a separate technical 
document. 

Rationale: The AIAM™ Business Case has five elements, and Risks exists precisely to answer this 
question before leadership. A business case without risk analysis loses credibility before any 
experienced committee. The AIAM™ must document each identified risk, its probability and 
impact, and the active controls: circuit breakers, human supervision, dashboards, 
Governance Board. Anticipated risks demonstrate managerial maturity, not project weakness. 

 

Question 6. An organization has been at Level 2 of the Agentic Maturity Model for 18 
months. It has documented taxonomies, approved business cases, and active three-
horizon metrics. However, agent maintenance costs are growing faster than benefits 
because each area uses a different technology platform. What is the symptom and the 
correct lever? 

A)  This is a Level 1 symptom (exploration); the organization should return to Level 1 and restart 
with basic governance. 
B)  This is a typical Level 2 stagnation symptom: inconsistencies between teams and growing 
maintenance costs. The lever is implementing a unified technology platform and shared data 
quality standards. 
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C)  Growing maintenance costs are normal at Level 2 and require no action; they will resolve 
themselves as the organization scales. 
D)  The organization should jump directly to Level 3 and invest in agentic innovation to solve 
the problem. 

Rationale: The module describes this exact symptom as Level 2 stagnation: inconsistencies 
between teams and growing costs due to non-integrated platforms. The specific lever 
documented is the unified technology platform plus shared data quality standards. There is 
no need to go back to Level 1 or jump to Level 3: apply the Level 2 advancement lever where 
the problem lies. 

 

Question 7. The UPS ORION case took more than a decade to reach full scale. From the 
perspective of Module 5, what was the most decisive factor in keeping executive 
investment active throughout that period? 

A)  The technical superiority of the route optimization algorithm, which was 10 times more 
accurate than competitors. 
B)  The structured communication of value across three horizons (efficiency in H1, regulatory 
advantage in H2, capacity to absorb volume in H3), which sustained a multi-layer strategic 
narrative throughout the entire investment. 
C)  The size and resources of UPS, which allowed them to fund the project without needing to 
justify ROI to leadership. 
D)  The regulatory pressure on CO₂ emissions, which obliged UPS to maintain the project even 
when financial returns were insufficient. 

Rationale: The ORION case perfectly illustrates the Module 5 lesson: the differentiating factor 
was the structured measurement and strategic communication of value, not the technology. 
H1 justified the early years; H2 (sustainability advantage) broadened the narrative beyond 
costs; H3 (capacity to absorb more volume without new fleet) created the competitive 
advantage argument. Without that multi-layer narrative, no board of directors sustains a 10-
year investment. 

 

Question 8. An AI Agent Manager detects that, three months after scaling the agent to 
the entire organization, 35% of teams are not reviewing agent outputs before sending 
them to clients. Teams argue that "the agent is always right." Which of the four scaling 
conditions was not correctly satisfied? 

A)  The data quality condition; teams do not have reliable data to supervise the agent. 
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B)  The documented governance condition; no governance board exists to regulate agent 
use. 
C)  The enabled human team condition; 35% of teams are operating in over-dependence 
because they did not complete adoption Level 2 (competency), which includes knowing when 
and how to review agent outputs. 
D)  The defined scale metrics condition; without review metrics the problem cannot be 
detected. 

Rationale: Widespread over-dependence (35% of teams not reviewing outputs) is the classic 
symptom of teams that did not complete adoption Level 2. The enabled human team 
condition requires that all teams arrive at scale with training across all three adoption levels. 
Level 2 (competency) explicitly includes knowing how to detect agent errors and make 
decisions about its outputs. The scaling proceeded before training was complete. 

 

Question 9. A CEO asks their AI Agent Manager: "When will we know that agents are 
generating real competitive advantage for the company?" What is the most appropriate 
response according to the Module 5 framework? 

A)  "When the agent has an autonomous completion rate above 90% across all processes 
where it operates." 
B)  "Competitive advantage materializes in Horizon 3 of our measurement model, starting at 
18 months of stable operation. The signals we will monitor are: new services enabled by agents 
that were previously not viable, reduced time-to-market versus industry benchmark, and the 
capacity to absorb additional volume without linear cost growth." 
C)  "It is not possible to measure competitive advantage with AI agents; it is a qualitative 
benefit that is perceived but not quantified." 
D)  "Competitive advantage already exists from month one: any efficiency improvement is an 
advantage over competitors not using agents." 

Rationale: Competitive advantage is Horizon 3 of the measurement model, with an 18+ month 
window. The correct answer sets the CEO's expectation at the right time, defines the specific 
metrics that will signal that advantage, and shows that the AIAM™ has a structured 
measurement system. Option A confuses technical metrics with competitive advantage. 
Option C underestimates the capacity to measure H3. Option D confuses operational 
efficiency (H1) with strategic transformation (H3). 
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Question 10. Upon completing the AIAM™ program, a finance professional returns to their 
organization and wants to implement their first agent. The organization has no active 
agents. What is the correct first step according to the program's principles? 

A)  Select the most advanced technology platform on the market to guarantee the best agent 
quality from the start. 
B)  Immediately present the business case to leadership with ROI projections to obtain the 
budget before beginning. 
C)  Document the baseline of the process to be agentized: current metrics of time, cost, quality, 
and capacity, before activating any agent, to have the reference against which all future 
returns will be measured. 
D)  Hire an AI consultant to implement the agent technically while the manager focuses on 
management. 

Rationale: The AIAM™ Business Case establishes that Baseline is the first element: 
measurement begins before activating the agent, not after. Without a documented baseline, 
any subsequent improvement is anecdotal and indefensible before leadership. This is one of 
the most practical lessons of the program: the first act of the AIAM™ when initiating an agentic 
project is not to activate technology, but to document the starting point. Returns are 
calculated against that point — not against a subjective perception of how much things have 
improved. 
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AIAM™ Program Complete! 
AI Agent Manager — AIAM™ 

 

You have completed all 5 modules of the AIAM™ program. 

You are ready to take the certification exam. 

 
A great manager is not the one who knows the most 

about AI. 
It is the one who best governs the intelligence of their 

agents. 
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Who Is Certiprof®? 
 

Certiprof® is a certification body founded in the United States in 2015 and currently 
located in Sunrise, Florida. 

Our philosophy is based on creating knowledge in the community, and for this purpose, 
our collaborative network is composed of: 

● Our Lifelong Learners (LLL), who identify as continuous learners, demonstrate their 
unwavering commitment to lifelong learning, which is vitally important in today’s 
constantly changing, expanding digital world, whether or not they pass the exam. 

● Universities, training centers, and facilitators around the world that are part of our 
network of ATP (Authorized Training Partner) allies. 

● Authors (co-creators), who are industry experts or practitioners who, with their 
knowledge, develop content for creating new certifications that respond to 
industry needs. 

● Internal Staff: our distributed team, with operations in India, Brazil, Colombia, and 
the United States, is responsible for overcoming obstacles, finding solutions, and 
delivering exceptional results. 

 

Our Affiliations 
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Lifelong Learning 
 

Certiprof has created a special Lifelong Learning badge to recognize continuous 
learners. By 2024, more than 1,000,000 of these badges had been issued in more than 
11 languages. 

 

 

 

Purpose and Philosophy 
This badge is intended for people who firmly believe that education can change lives 
and transform the world. 

The philosophy behind the badge is to promote commitment to lifelong learning. 

Access and Obtaining the Badge 
The Lifelong Learning badge is delivered at no cost to those who identify with this 
learning approach. 

Anyone who considers themselves a continuous learner can claim their badge by 
visiting: 

 

HTTPS://CERTIPROF.COM/PAGES/CERTIPROF-LIFELONG-LEARNING 

 
 

https://certiprof.com/PAGES/CERTIPROF-LIFELONG-LEARNING
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