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INSIGHTS / ESSAY AND READING WORKSHEET

The Generative AI Reset: Marketing
Beyond the Click
Juan Beltran | Revised 2 October 2026

Examine what buyers encounter in AI answers, then repair a specific evidence or ownership
gap. A repeatable query baseline belongs beside visits, enquiries and commercial outcomes.

The buyer may learn about you before reaching your site

A marketing plan can report healthy production, rankings and campaign activity while failing to answer a

different question: what does a buyer encounter when an AI answer describes the category, compares suppliers

or explains a product?

That encounter may send a visit to your site. It may also shape a shortlist before the visit. The planning task is

to find out where that matters for your own buyers, then decide what evidence, ownership and measurement

need to change.

I would keep visits, enquiries and commercial outcomes in the dashboard. I would add a view of the answers

buyers may receive, including whether the brand is represented accurately and whether its claims can be

checked. A citation is useful visibility; it is not a sale.

The click evidence deserves its limits

Pew Research’s July 2025 study examined browsing by 900 US adults in March 2025. Traditional-result clicks

occurred in 8 percent of visits with an AI summary and 15 percent without one. This is an observed association

in a defined population and period, not a controlled estimate of the traffic loss every brand should expect.

Google’s August 2025 account said total organic click volume was relatively stable year over year. That is an

aggregate platform claim. It addresses a different measure from click rates on a selected set of searches or

traffic to a particular publisher.

Both statements can inform the discussion without settling your company’s result. Query mix, geography,

season, brand awareness and the buyer’s task can matter. A page answering a quick informational question

may behave differently from a product specification or a service request.

The practical response is to inspect the journey rather than assume that search is dead or that nothing changed.

Your own traffic data and buyer conversations belong beside a query review.

Build a baseline a team can repeat

Start with a small set of queries your customers actually use: discovering a category, understanding a problem,

comparing offers or checking a claim. Sales conversations and existing search data can suggest the set. Include

different stages of the decision rather than only the phrases that already favour your brand.

Run the set across the relevant answer surfaces. Record the exact question, date, language, location settings

and other conditions available to you. Keep the answer and cited sources. Repeat enough to see variation

https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/07/22/google-users-are-less-likely-to-click-on-links-when-an-ai-summary-appears-in-the-results/
https://blog.google/products-and-platforms/products/search/ai-search-driving-more-queries-higher-quality-clicks/
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rather than treating one generated response as the channel’s permanent verdict.

The method is exploratory. Personalisation, model changes and varying answers limit comparability. A larger

monitoring design may be justified later, but the initial exercise should make the gap visible, not produce a

spurious league table.

A completed entry for an industrial supplier might look like this:

Review field Hypothetical observation Next question

Buyer task Compare suppliers for a demanding
operating condition

Does the query reflect a real customer
choice?

Answer Names several suppliers but describes
ours too broadly

Which claim is inaccurate or missing?

Citation Uses an old distributor PDF Can we identify and correct the stale
source?

Current evidence Approved specification exists but is
difficult to find

Can the buyer and crawler reach the
canonical version?

Commercial significance Account team recognises the same
qualification question

Does improved information help the
actual evaluation?

The point is to identify a repair and its owner. A raw count of brand mentions would miss that the cited

document is obsolete. Being named accurately in a relevant answer can matter more than appearing in every

answer.

Repair the source before chasing the mention

The corporate site remains a place for transactions, service, relationships and a distinctive human experience.

For journeys mediated by AI, it is also a source others may use to describe the company. These roles can

reinforce each other.

Make the consequential facts clear: what the product does, where it applies, its conditions, the evidence behind

a result and the current version. Use descriptive structure, stable pages and sources people can inspect. Where

structured data is relevant, keep it consistent with the visible content. No markup alone guarantees citation.

Earned coverage can help buyers find independent explanations and corroboration. Prioritise reputable trade

publications, customer and partner case pages, relevant associations and genuine expert contributions. Give an

editor something useful to cite, such as an evidenced case or a clear explanation of an industry decision.

Buying empty mentions or copying the same claim onto many domains supplies little reason for a buyer to

trust it.

In the hypothetical example, the first action is not a new platform role. It is finding who owns the distributor

document, correcting the approved information and making the canonical specification easy to reach. If the

answer then uses a current source, the team has repaired a specific evidence problem. The commercial effect

still needs observation.

This connects to Scale AI Content Only as Fast as You Can Stand Behind It: lower production effort does not

remove the need to decide which claims the company will stand behind.

https://juanbeltran.ch/blog/ai-content-at-scale-brand-risk
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Extend the capability already responsible for discovery

An existing search or content team may be well placed to own the query review. Give it a wider mandate for

answer accuracy, evidence quality and cross-team correction. Assess missing skills before changing titles or

hiring a separate function.

It needs access to product owners, sales feedback and the people who control claims. Discovery cannot repair

an unsupported product promise by rewriting its page. Nor can marketing independently decide which

catalogue data a purchasing system may use.

Where agents participate in transactions, start with the actual buyer journey and the systems in use. Product

identifiers, current specifications, applicable terms and error handling may matter. A protocol implementation

is justified by a use case and control model, not by a forecast that every company will become invisible

without an MCP server.

First-party relationships remain useful. Help interested buyers obtain current information, express preferences

and contact the company through the existing approved processes. Judge those services by the value people

receive, rather than treating every visit as an extraction opportunity.

Spend the next quarter on an inspectable change

In the first review, identify the relevant journeys, repeatable query method and the most consequential

information gap. Assign the source or correction owner. Keep ordinary search and qualified-demand measures

running alongside the new observations.

Then fix the gap and repeat the same review. Did the source become accessible? Did answers represent the

offer more accurately? Did customers or account teams find the evidence useful? Record what remains

unknown about downstream attribution.

At the end of the quarter, decide whether the observed problem deserves a broader capability or whether the

existing team can maintain it. A ninety-day period is a review cadence, not a promise of market share or a

guaranteed discovery shift. Avoid adopting a universal citation-share target before understanding the category

and sample.

The Use Case Prioritization Matrix can help put proposed repairs beside the team’s other work. If you bring

the query baseline to a conversation, include the buyer journey and the decision it is meant to inform.

The useful reset is a change in what the team can see and act on. Ask how a buyer can find, verify and choose

the company, including before a click occurs. Then invest in the particular gap the evidence shows.

The downloadable working paper includes the revised argument and a query-review worksheet.

https://juanbeltran.ch/tools/use-case-prioritization
https://juanbeltran.ch/contact
https://juanbeltran.ch/contact
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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 real buyer questions should our public information answer?

2. Which claims are inaccurate, outdated or difficult to verify?

3. Where do buyers need a better comparison, explanation or source?

4. What observed customer behavior would justify changing our
acquisition mix?

Sources and scope

Editorial synthesis of the primary Pew browsing study and Google’s published traffic account, with a

hypothetical industrial query record and proposed operating review. No original visibility benchmark or causal

commercial study is claimed.

Pew’s result is observational and population-specific; Google’s statement is aggregate. Generated answers

vary and a manual baseline is exploratory. Citation or accuracy improvement does not establish revenue

attribution, universal job replacement or inevitable agent-commerce adoption.

Pew Research Center (Athena Chapekis and Anna Lieb). Google users are less likely to click on links when an

AI summary appears in the results. Published 2025-07-22. Observed browsing by 900 US adults in March

2025: traditional-result clicks in 8 percent of visits with an AI summary and 15 percent without one. This

population- and period-specific association is not a controlled causal estimate of traffic loss for every brand.

Google (Liz Reid). AI in Search is driving more queries and higher quality clicks. Published 2025-08-06.

Google's August 2025 statement that aggregate organic click volume to websites was relatively stable year

over year. This is the platform's aggregate account, measuring something different from Pew's conditional

click rates or traffic to an individual publisher.

Read the current article

https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/07/22/google-users-are-less-likely-to-click-on-links-when-an-ai-summary-appears-in-the-results/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/07/22/google-users-are-less-likely-to-click-on-links-when-an-ai-summary-appears-in-the-results/
https://blog.google/products-and-platforms/products/search/ai-search-driving-more-queries-higher-quality-clicks/
https://juanbeltran.ch/blog/the-generative-ai-reset

