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01  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Creation got solved. Editing didn't.

Generative AI has made producing a first version of almost anything, a
website, a document, an image, a block of code, a matter of just a few
seconds. What remains genuinely unsolved is what happens next: the
moment someone tries to change one small thing about it.

Ask an AI tool to adjust a single detail and, more often than most people expect, something else

moves too. A headline gets bigger, but the spacing around it shifts. A bug gets fixed, but a new

one appears somewhere else. A paragraph gets shorter, but the tone drifts. None of this is a sign

that the underlying models aren't capable; it's a sign that most tools use the same interaction

model for editing that they use for creating, and that model was never built for precision.

01 The cause is structural. Most AI tools regenerate rather than edit. There's no persistent,

addressable object being changed, only a new output that resembles the old one.

02 The symptoms are consistent across domains. The same pattern shows up in website

builders, coding assistants, writing tools, and image generators.

03 The cost compounds. Back-and-forth prompting to land one small design change multiplies

token use, latency, and review cycles.

04 A better pattern is already emerging. Scoped edits, visible diffs, structured content models,

and human review points are converging into a more reliable way to revise AI-generated work.

This paper looks at why the current default breaks down, with concrete examples, and at the

patterns already emerging as a more reliable way to edit AI-generated work.
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02 THE NEW DEFAULT

Creation by conversation

Across nearly every creative and technical discipline, the same pattern has taken hold over the

last two years:

Describe what you want in natural language. The model generates a complete artifact. You look at

it, and ask for a change. The model regenerates.

The first part of this loop is genuinely transformative. Going from a blank page to something

largely finished in under a minute has changed the economics of a lot of work. People without

specialist skills can now produce things that used to require one.

The excitement has, understandably, focused on the
first step. But the third step, "ask for a change," is
where most of the actual working hours get spent.

Because most tools use the same mechanism for creation and editing, a prompt, interpreted

freshly, producing a new output, the qualities that make generation exciting are the same ones

that make editing unpredictable. Broad, associative, and a little unpredictable is a fine trait for a

first draft. It's a liability for a small, targeted fix.
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03 WHERE IT  BREAKS DOWN

The problem with prompt-based editing

3.1 The regeneration trap

Most AI systems don't edit the way a human editor does, they regenerate. When a website tool is

asked to "add a testimonials section," it often doesn't insert a new block into the existing page the

way a person would drag one into place. It re-derives a version of the page informed by the new

instruction and everything before it. Nothing guarantees that only the requested part changes.

EXAMPLE: WEBSITE EDITING

A user builds a landing page, then asks the tool to make the hero headline bigger. The headline

resizes correctly. But the background image has also been re-cropped, the call-to-action button

has shifted a few pixels, and the spacing below the section no longer matches the rest of the

page. None of which was requested, and none of which is flagged, because most tools show only

the new result, not a diff.

3.2 Tone and meaning drift in writing

The same thing happens in text. Asked to shorten a paragraph, a model often doesn't just cut

words, it rewrites the sentence structure, which can quietly shift emphasis, formality, or even the

claim being made. Do this across ten small edits to a document, and the tone at the end can be

noticeably different from the tone at the start, without any single edit looking wrong in isolation.

3.3 Composition collapse in image generation

Ask an image model to change a jacket to blue, and depending on the tool, the result may include

a new jacket color attached to a person whose pose, expression, or background has also subtly

changed, because the model regenerated the image as a whole rather than isolating the jacket as

an editable object.

In every case, the underlying issue is the same: there
is no persistent, addressable structure that the AI is
editing. Without one, every edit is really a new
generation that happens to resemble the old one.
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04 THE HIDDEN COST

The token and time cost of back-and-forth
editing

The instability described above isn't just a quality problem, it's an efficiency problem, and it

compounds quietly in the background of almost every AI editing session.

Because most tools regenerate rather than edit, each round of "almost right, try again"

reprocesses a large share of the surrounding context, the rest of the page, the rest of the file, the

conversation history, just to change one small, local detail. A single-element design adjustment

that would take a person two seconds with a mouse can take three, five, sometimes more prompt

cycles to land correctly, and every one of those cycles carries a real processing cost, not just a

time cost. And underneath it all sits a simple, appealing idea that keeps getting lost: an editing

tool that only touches the one element that actually needs fixing.

EXAMPLE: A SIMPLE SPACING FIX

Nudging the padding under one section on a landing page sounds trivial. In a prompt-only editor,

it often isn't: the first attempt overcorrects, the second attempt fixes the spacing but shifts a

nearby image, the third attempt fixes that but changes the button color back to a default. What

should be a five-second adjustment becomes five or six full regenerations of the surrounding

layout before it's right, each one re-reasoning about content it was never asked to touch.

This has two consequences worth naming directly:

→ It's expensive at scale. For a single hobby site, a few extra prompt cycles barely register. For

an agency or reseller managing a large portfolio, the same inefficiency repeated across dozens

or hundreds of sites turns a small per-edit tax into a significant, recurring cost in time, tokens,

and review effort.

→ It quietly rewards the wrong behavior. A tool that requires several regenerations to complete

one edit consumes more, more compute, more time, more attention, for delivering less

certainty. The incentive built into a purely conversational editing loop doesn't naturally point

toward efficiency; it points toward iteration.

This is a strong practical argument, separate from the quality argument made earlier, for editing

tools that make a change once, precisely, rather than tools that make a plausible guess and ask

the user to keep correcting it. The most efficient edit is the one that only has to happen once.
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05 WHY THIS HAPPENS

A structural problem, not a model problem

It's worth being precise about why this isn't simply a matter of the underlying models needing to

get smarter. A few structural reasons explain the pattern:

01 Generation is holistic; real objects are compositional
A webpage, document, or codebase is made of discrete, addressable parts, such as sections,

functions, paragraphs, layers. Generative models don't reason in terms of those parts unless the

surrounding tool explicitly represents and preserves that structure.

02 There's often no diff step
Traditional editing tools show exactly what changed. Most prompt-based tools show only the new

state, not the delta, so the drift stays invisible until someone notices it by eye.

03 Instructions are underspecified by nature
Natural language is a lossy way to describe a precise visual or logical change. Phrases like

"tighten this up" leave enormous room for interpretation, which the model has to fill with

something.

04 There's no separation between source of truth and suggestion
When the AI's output becomes the new source of truth outright, there's nothing to fall back on,

and nothing constraining the next edit to stay consistent with what came before.

None of this is an argument against AI-assisted creation. It's an argument that editing needs a

different interaction model than generation does.
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06 WHAT'S EMERGING

Alternatives taking shape

Across coding tools, design tools, and content platforms, a handful of patterns are converging on

the same idea: keep AI for what it's good at, proposing, drafting, interpreting intent, and keep

something more precise in charge of actually applying the change.

FIG. 1: Regeneration touches the whole object; scoped editing constrains the change to what was selected, then applies it

precisely.

Scoped edits over whole-object regeneration

Instead of regenerating an entire page, document, or file, the better tools let a person select a

specific element first, a paragraph, a component, a function, and constrain the AI's editing

capabilities to only that selection. The rest is locked by construction, not by hope.

Diffs, not replacements

Modern coding assistants increasingly show a proposed change as a diff, lines added, lines

removed, everything else untouched, rather than replacing the entire file. The same pattern is

starting to appear in document editors as tracked-changes-style AI suggestions.

WHAT IS A "DIFF"?

A diff, short for "difference," is a comparison between two versions of something that shows

exactly what changed: what was added, what was removed, and what stayed the same.

The term comes from software development, where it's most associated with version control

tools like Git. When a developer edits a file and compares it against the previous version, the diff

highlights only the lines that actually changed, everything else is left alone and clearly marked as

unchanged. It's the same idea as "Track Changes" in a word processor: instead of handing

someone a whole new document and asking them to spot what's different, you show them

exactly where the edits are.

Step Today: regeneration Emerging: scoped edit

1. Input Prompt Prompt + selection

2. AI

does

Regenerates the whole object Proposes a diff scoped to the selection

3. Result Requested change + unintended

side effects

Only the requested change, applied precisely, without

any other guesswork
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A structured, addressable source of truth

The most durable versions of these tools separate the content model, meaning the actual

structured representation of a page, document, or design, with its sections, components, and

data, from the AI layer that proposes changes to it. The AI never outputs final pixels or final code

directly; it outputs an instruction against the structure, which is then applied precisely.

Direct manipulation alongside prompting

Rather than treating natural language as the only interface, the strongest tools pair prompting with

ordinary direct manipulation, dragging, resizing, clicking to select, so people aren't forced to

describe a spatial or precise change in words at all.

Version history as a safety net

Because even well-scoped edits can occasionally misfire, tools that keep a granular, browsable

version history, not just a single undo, give people the confidence to let AI make bolder edits,

since reverting stays cheap.
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07 THE CASE FOR STAYING FOCUSED

Why narrower platforms may age better than
general-purpose ones

A separate trend is worth naming alongside the editing problem, because it makes the same

problem worse rather than better: a number of AI website builders are expanding well beyond

websites, using the same conversational, prompt-first mechanism to let users build almost

anything, internal tools, workflows, even a CRM, inside what started as a website product.

On the surface, this looks like flexibility. In practice, it multiplies the exact structural problem

described earlier. The more general-purpose the prompting surface becomes, the more

cumbersome and unpredictable editing tends to get, for exactly the reasons outlined in Section 5.

EXAMPLE: SCOPE CREEP IN PRACTICE

A platform that starts as "describe a website and we'll build it" expands, a year later, into

"describe any tool and we'll build it." Editing a website section now shares the same prompt

interface as editing a database field or a workflow trigger, and the same instability that shows up

in a landing page edit shows up, with higher stakes, in a broken automation or a corrupted

customer record.

This is the argument for staying deliberately focused rather than expanding the prompting surface

indefinitely. A platform built specifically around one domain, website creation and management,

can invest its structural effort entirely into that domain: a content model built for websites, an

editor scoped to website objects, and workflows built around what website owners and the

agencies that serve them actually need.

For Mono specifically, that focus has stayed narrow on purpose: building websites, making them

easy and precise to edit, and giving resellers and agencies a single hub to manage the SMB

subscriptions and portfolios sitting on top of those websites, not becoming a general-purpose

app or CRM builder.
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08 CLOSING

Where this leaves the industry

The excitement around AI creation has, understandably, outpaced the harder and less visible

problem of AI editing. But as more of the world's websites, documents, code, and designs start

life as AI output, editing is where most of the actual working hours will be spent, the first draft is a

small fraction of any real project's lifecycle.

The tools that lead the next phase of this shift will likely be judged less by how impressive their

first generation looks, and more by how calmly and predictably they let people change their mind

about a small part of it, without the rest of the work quietly moving underneath them and without

paying, in time or in tokens, for the privilege.

The prompt was the right interface for getting
started. It is probably not the right interface for
staying in control.

Where Mono fits in

This is the problem Mono's platform is built around: giving agencies and resellers a

way to build with AI without losing the structure underneath it. Features like Favourite

Rows in the Editor exist for exactly this reason, reusable, structured components that

can be placed and adjusted precisely, instead of regenerated and hoped for, across

every website in a portfolio, while the Editor on top still gives complete freedom to

change exactly what you need to change.

That's also why Mono has stayed focused rather than expanding into a general-

purpose app or vibe-coding tool to build your own CRM: solely on better website

creation, precise and efficient editing, and a single hub where every SMB subscription

and site in a portfolio can be managed.

MONOSOLUTIONS.COM

This paper reflects general patterns observed across the AI tooling landscape as of September 2026 and is

intended as an industry perspective rather than a product comparison. Published by Mono Solutions.
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