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INSIGHTS / ESSAY AND READING WORKSHEET

Scale AI Content Only as Fast as You
Can Stand Behind It
Juan Beltran | Revised 2 October 2026

Product guidance, localisation and executive commentary need different judgments. Design
their ownership, evidence, review and economics before expanding AI production.

A publishing decision has to survive cheap production

A team can now produce campaign drafts, translations and design variations faster than it can decide which

ones deserve publication. That creates a management problem: output arrives before the organisation has

settled the claim, audience or owner.

AI can expand useful production. It can also move work downstream, where a reviewer must reconstruct the

facts and purpose of an asset that looks finished. The cost disappears from the drafting estimate and reappears

in review, correction or an awkward customer conversation.

I would evaluate an AI content programme by the decisions it improves and the audience it serves. A

translated support article, an executive essay and a synthetic product image have different jobs. They need

different controls, and their economics should be compared with the actual work they replace.

The question is whether the business can sustain quality and accountability at the proposed volume. That

makes content an operating-model decision before it becomes a production target.

Three streams that need different treatment

Consider a hypothetical industrial company that publishes product guidance, localises customer support and

produces executive commentary.

For product guidance, an inaccurate specification can create a consequential misunderstanding. The content

owner needs approved source material, version control and a clear route to an engineer when the source is

ambiguous. AI may help locate or summarise information, but it cannot supply authority the source does not

contain.

For localised support, a glossary and an approved source article may make much of the work reviewable.

Some passages still carry contractual, regulatory or cultural meaning. Routing them to qualified reviewers

matters more than checking every sentence with the same intensity. Linguistic translation and cultural

translation remain separate judgments: a phrase can be correct and still be wrong for its audience.

Executive commentary has another requirement. The named author needs to contribute a defensible view, a

specific decision or an experience they can accurately describe. AI can challenge the argument, organise

sources and improve drafts. A competent generic essay does little to establish the author's judgment.

These streams could share tools. They should not share one undifferentiated approval policy or a success

metric of assets produced.
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Put judgment at the consequential point

The practical design starts by naming what can go wrong. A mistranslated instruction, an unsupported

commercial claim and a bland essay are different failures. Assign a reviewer with the knowledge, time and

authority to address the relevant failure, then give that person the sources and change history needed to do the

work.

For the product stream, engineering owns specifications, a content editor owns clarity and the publishing

owner confirms that the approved version reaches the right channel. The review record shows what changed. A

reviewer who can only click approve is poorly equipped to correct a disputed claim.

Localisation can use a different route. Stable passages drawn from approved content may receive sampled

review, where the risk assessment supports it. Changed technical claims and ambiguous language go to a

specialist. Sampling needs a way to detect missed errors and widen review when quality deteriorates.

The executive author should own the final argument. Editing can improve readability, but somebody must be

able to explain why the conclusion follows from the evidence. That responsibility does not become smaller

because the draft arrived quickly.

Make the economics visible

Brand trust is difficult to reduce to a single monetary number. I would avoid an invented universal price for a

bad paragraph. The starting point is an operational baseline with observable costs and consequences.

For a stream of support articles, record production time, review time, correction requests, repeated customer

questions and the severity of errors. Add model, integration, monitoring and maintenance costs. Compare the

AI-assisted workflow with an improved non-AI process using comparable content and audience conditions.

For commentary, relevant reader responses and the quality of resulting conversations are more informative

than the number of posts. For product content, a material claim error may outweigh a large drafting gain. The

sponsor should agree that priority before the experiment starts.

As an illustrative calculation, suppose AI reduces drafting by twenty minutes per asset but adds fifteen minutes

of source checking and ten minutes of rework. The stream has increased net work by five minutes before

tooling costs. The accounting point is that production speed is only one part of content economics.

The organisation can still choose that workflow if quality or coverage improves enough to justify the cost. It

should say which benefit it is buying and how it will observe it.

Disclosure is a design question

Readers have different expectations of an illustrative concept image, a customer photograph and an executive's

account of a real programme. Decide how each asset will be represented before production. Synthetic material

should not acquire the appearance of documented experience simply because the output is convincing.

Applicable disclosure duties depend on the use and jurisdiction. Obtain the relevant legal assessment for

consequential publications, then translate it into an instruction the production team can follow. Legal

requirements and editorial honesty are related responsibilities; satisfying one does not automatically settle the

other.
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The useful internal test is whether the owner can explain the role AI played without changing the audience's

understanding of what the asset claims. If that explanation exposes a mismatch, fix the asset or the claim

before publication.

Decide what deserves to remain

Search volume is a poor reason to create pages with no distinct user purpose. Google's scaled-content abuse

policy addresses large amounts of content produced primarily to manipulate rankings, regardless of how it is

created. It does not establish a universal ranking penalty for AI assistance.

For a content review, I would choose one stream and ask which assets answer a real question, which duplicate

stronger material and which make claims the organisation can no longer support. Keep, improve, merge or

retire are useful decisions. Deletion can remove maintenance and trust burdens, but check established links and

user needs before removing a page.

Use the AI Opportunity Map to identify whether the constraint is production, missing information, review

capacity or unclear authority. Fixing that constraint is more valuable than adding a model to an unresolved

process.

The goal is a smaller number of decisions that the business can defend: this audience needs this asset, these

claims are supported, this person owns publication, and these signals will tell us when to change it. That is the

content capacity worth scaling.

https://developers.google.com/search/docs/essentials/spam-policies#scaled-content
https://developers.google.com/search/docs/essentials/spam-policies#scaled-content
https://juanbeltran.ch/ai-opportunity-map
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Reading worksheet

Use these questions with the essay. Record your own evidence and the next decision; the examples in the essay

do not supply a result for your organization.

1. Which output is useful enough to publish, and what reader need does
it serve?

2. Which claims, translations or visuals need a qualified reviewer?

3. Who approves publication and owns a correction if the content is
wrong?

4. Where is review capacity limiting quality as volume increases?

Sources and scope

Editorial framework with a new worked example and one primary platform-policy source. It proposes

management choices rather than reporting a content programme or measuring brand effects.

Review patterns depend on consequence and evidence. The time calculation is invented; no monetary estimate

of brand erosion or regulatory certification is offered.

Google Search Central. Spam policies: scaled content abuse. Manipulative scaled content policy irrespective

of how content is produced; not a universal penalty for AI-assisted content.

Read the current article

https://developers.google.com/search/docs/essentials/spam-policies#scaled-content
https://juanbeltran.ch/blog/ai-content-at-scale-brand-risk

