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The AFS Casebook

Fitness Is Proven, Not Presumed

By Mario Aiello — Adaptive Ways

An illustrated field guide for recognising and testing presumed organisational fitness.
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Opening

| still have the first slide deck | ever built for a client on agile transformation, and | keep it the way some people
keep an old passport photo — mortifying, and useful precisely because it's mortifying. It promised a great
deal. It used the word “framework” without irony, several times per page. | believed every word of it, which is
the part that actually matters.

That deck was Simple Agility, though it didn't have the name yet — it was just what | did, before I'd noticed it
was a thing that could have a name. Writing it down became The Agile Operating System, which was a more
honest and considerably less comfortable exercise, the way most attempts to describe your own actual
process tend to be. Beyond Agile came from watching organizations apply agile ceremonies to problems that
had nothing to do with software delivery cadence and everything to do with structural misfit, and watching
everyone conclude, reasonably, that agile “didn't work here.” It wasn't that agile didn't work. It was that agile
was being asked a question it didn't have an answer to.

AFS is what happened when | stopped trying to fix agile's edges and asked what the underlying claim should
have been all along: not “adopt these practices” but “prove, continuously, that whatever you've built still fits
the conditions you're actually in.”

I want to be clear about what this book is and isn't. Itisn't a sales document, and if that sentence itself reads
like the opening of one, | understand the suspicion and I'd share it. It's an attempt to lay out an approach —
never a framework, and that distinction matters more than it sounds like it should — as plainly and as
sceptically as | can manage, including toward my own work.

Here's the other thing it is, and the reason it looks the way it does: somewhere around the fortieth client
engagement, | noticed | kept meeting the same four people. Different companies, different industries,
different countries, same four people, wearing different lanyards. There's always an Executive who wants a
clear story and is prepared to believe it slightly before the evidence arrives. There's always a Guide, who has
learned that the fastest way to move a room is to ask one short, quiet question rather than deliver a lecture.
There's always a Team, doing the actual work, absorbing the gap between the plan and the Tuesday it lands
on, usually without complaint and usually without being asked. And there's always Reality, who was never on
the invite list, never RSVPs, and shows up anyway — in the support queue, in the exception log, in the
customer who calls back twice.

This book is built around those four. Its purpose is narrower than explaining every part of AFS: it helps you
recognise a claim of organisational fitness, test that claim against evidence, and decide what must be
checked or changed next. The prose provides the reasoning. The forty-five illustrated scenes provide

recognition. The practical pages turn recognition into a conversation you can run.

Read it in three ways. Read straight through for the argument. Enter through any cartoon when a scene feels
familiar. Or use the tools to test a live claim in your own organisation. The cases are arranged by concept; the

numerical index at the back gives you a second route through them.
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Start with the law. Then make it earn its keep in a real room.
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How to Use This Casebook

This is not an implementation manual and it is not a catalogue of answers. Use it as a disciplined interruption
when a plan, design, process, or operating model is being treated as fit without anyone having stated what

would prove otherwise.
Three useful entry points

In a meeting: choose the case that most resembles the current situation. Ask what claim the room is making,
what evidence supports it, and what evidence would change the decision.

In a review: use the Four Questions to define the fitness claim, the FVI Lens to test its evidence, and the
Friction-Fitness Map to locate pressure that the formal report may be hiding.

In practice: record one explicit claim, one expiry condition, and one next check. If the conversation produces
only agreement, language, or a new diagram, it has not yet tested fitness.
A warning about the vocabulary

AFS is meant to interrogate whatever design is in use, not become another design to install. Its
terms are useful only when they sharpen a question or change a decision. When the vocabulary
becomes the performance, stop and return to the claim, the evidence, and Reality.
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Part | — The Governing Law

There is a momentin almost every transformation program where someone stands up and says the word is
now working. Not “working well.” Not “working for whom.” Just working — the way you'd say a car is running,

before anyone asks whether it's running toward the cliff or away from it.
| have stood in that room. | have, on at least one occasion I'd rather not itemize, been the one who said it.

The trouble with “it's working” is that it's a claim about the present tense pretending to be a claim about the
future. Nobody means to lie. The dashboards are green, the retro was upbeat, the sponsor is happy — for
now. But “for now” is doing all the load-bearing work in that sentence, and nobody puts it in the deck.

This is the problem AFS exists to name, and naming it plainly is the whole first move: fitness is proven, not
presumed.

Say it again slower, because it sounds like a slogan and it is not meant to be one. Fitness — whether an org
design, a process, a strategy, a team structure fits the conditions it's actually operating in — is hot something
you get to assume because it was designed carefully, approved at the right level, or has worked before. It has
to be demonstrated, continuously, against the conditions as they currently are. The moment you stop
demonstrating it and start assuming it, you have left fitness behind and started managing a story about
fitness. Organizations are extremely good at managing stories. Itis, arguably, our core competency as a
species that builds institutions.

This law comes from watching the same failure mode recur across three decades and several industries: a
structure gets built to fit a specific context, it works, everyone concludes it works because it's well-designed,
and then the context moves — the market shifts, the team turns over, the regulation changes — and the
structure keeps being praised for the very features that no longer apply. The org chart survives the reason it
existed. This happens in banks. It happens in insurance. | would wager it happens in your kitchen, in a system
for loading the dishwasher engineered around a household that has since had a baby.

Here's the case that opens the whole casebook, because it's the cleanest statement of the law we ever drew.
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 000
1. THE ASSUMPTION 2. THE QUESTION

What would Ppste
prove it?

Everything
paints to a fit

N

3. THE EVIDENCE

e ®

WHAT WE ASSUMED WHAT WE PROVED
+ Ready for urpese + Demand shifted
o° « Fit for context o Worksreunds still xctive
°~.~' \ * Works in esecetion |+ Adoption uneven
q
*\‘l Y|+ Tmprovement i place |+ Learming not closed
' —
(o))
= ~ =

{

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE

« Wants confidence before o Asks what would count
committing further. a5 procf.

o Treats early signal as proof o Lets the evidence replace

ot e idrs thevew. [ ) the assumption.

THE TEAM

« Carries the work through
compensation.

o Sees the difference bebween
declared fit and lived fit.

= REALITY

+ Shows fitness through
use, strain, and learning.

* Withholds proof until the
system actually performs.

Case 000

FIELD NOTE — Claim: this design is fit. Test: fit for what conditions, and what would disprove it? Next move: name
one observable failure condition before approving the claim.

Here is the self-criticism, up front, because AFS earns no exemption from its own law: a Governing Law that
says “keep proving it” can itself become a thing people presume rather than practice. | have watched
practitioners recite “fitness is proven, not presumed” in a tone identical to the one they used for the
framework it replaced. The law does not protect itself. It only works if the organization actually does the
proving.

Presumed fitness, meanwhile, has extremely good posture. It sits up straight in the steering committee. It has

never once slouched.
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 008
1. THE REVIEW 2. THE QUESTION

OPERATING MODEL CHECK.
What tells us it's
actually working?

[ Roles clear

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM ) ReALTY

= Wanks aseurance: thak the - Questions the move from Q) e perfrmance presesble |2 I = Wesk eutcomes and sl
design looks sound. appearance to evidence. v A through extra effort. f | compensation expose the gap.

- Assumes order and discipline A - Notices the gap between VS = Knows the strain is hidden 55 - The system looks healthy
signal fitmess. B conpoaurs and prock. 1IN B ind the routine. =] because people absorb the misfit

Case 008

A related habit: announcing a change and quietly treating the announcement itself as the change. Itis a very
efficient way to feel like something has moved. Reality, notably, does not attend announcement meetings. It
was never on the invite list, and it has never once RSVP'd.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 001

1. THE ANNOUNCEMENT 2. THE REQUEST
We've pushed
decision-making

closer to the teams.

3. THE CHAIN 4. THE REVEAL

Team Function Dept Exec T
I il I e e o e S S e
TEAMS
It's with the psxveees ® PENDING
_— o 228 =
= ; —
= mm \ |
i \ — | oooo|
R =
———

cees

Reality doesn’t attend announcement meetings.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
« Announces direction. + Notices the gap between @ * Keeps the work moving. * Keeps the approval
* Assumes declaration Vanguags nd conditions. o A ° Stil depends on chain intact

creates change. * Asks what actually changed. unchanged approvals. live * Shows up in pending
* Wants teams to move faster. * Does not explain the lesson. -t e e peritionel ook o ey

constraint. * Ignores the announcement.

Case 001

What does the law demand in practice? One explicit fithess claim, one account of the conditions under which
itis supposed to hold, and one statement of what evidence would make the organisation reconsider. Not
paperwork. Not another audit function bolted onto the org chart. A live claim with a credible way to fail.
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 038

1. THE AGENDA

PN

2. THE QUESTION

REAL-WORLD SIGNALS (ALREADY WERE)
(@) Cushomer complaints increasing
P Repest calls and fickets rising
(D) Delays for customers

STEERING AGENDA

1| Plan review
2 | Approvel gates
Rollout timeline

Live customer issues « later
Operationsl feedback = if time

4. THE REVEAL

MEETING ORDER
1. plan

2. approvls

3. timeline

4. live issues later

‘\

REALITY ORDER
1. customer waiting
2. rework rising
3. tfeam compensating
4. delay spreading

Se= A X

The org asked reality to wait its turn.

REALITY (RIGHT Now)
28 Cotomers g
/" Callbacks cising
B Mamsal fines dedy
@® tiaps g
073 Workarounds bve

:

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
© wants orderly review and o ook what s hagpening row o el s T
Coniil ey o celirects attntion to ‘v ' PN ond resark
o trusts governance cadence live evidence OV AR O ‘m‘:""“"_‘h’"“ ) deai ot paste for
Y P rnance
.:Lm““mum' ] ) e Sl e ’ || | ” I-M».m.,. -z:"-...\,./..um
e agenda. shils

Case 038

There's also a quieter failure mode than presuming outright, and it's the one that shows up when everyone is,
genuinely, trying. Effort goes up. Hours go up. Meetings held, tickets touched, tasks moved — all of it climbing
on the chart. And the actual fitness of the system — the thing customers experience, the thing that was
supposed to improve — does not move, or moves the wrong way, because effort and fithess are different axes

and nobody drew the second one.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 032

1. THE PUSH

2. THE CHECK

ACTIVITY TRENDS (vs last quarter) FITNESS CHECK
2 (D vours worked | +18% 4 Lt
d REWORK RATE '
B8R MEETINGS HELD +27% 1 QUEVE AGE 4
DEFECTS FOUND 4
' 4 TASKS| TOUCHED +31% T HANDOFFS PER ITEM
| [—

4. THE REVEAL

ACTIVITY (eFroRT)
8% 4
21 4
3% P
3% 4

FITNESS (ouTcomes)
QUEVE AGE s22% 4
CUSTOMER WAIT TIME + 17% 4
REWORK RATE  +19% 1
PRST-TIME-RIGNT  -4%
SERVICE RELABLITY - 3% &!
—_— ]

HOURS. WORKED
MEETINGS HELD
TICKETS MOVED
ITEMS TOUCHED.

.

Everyone's working harder. Nothing's getting fitter.

THE EXECUTIVE

« wants progress to be
visible.

o reads effort as
commitment.

o looks for momentum.

THE GUIDE
* asks what achually
improved.

* notices the gap between
activity and fitness.
* lets the evidence answer.

)

THE TEAM

o works harder to keep
Fhings maving.

o compensates through
workarounds.

o absorbs strain without
complaint.

REALITY

* queue age keeps growing.
o rework persists.

* customers still wait.

Case 032
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The Governing Law is not clever. Its value is that it is inconvenient. It refuses to let “fit for purpose” become a
certificate you earn once and frame on the wall. Before you can prove fitness, though, you need to know what

you're actually asking. That's the Four Questions.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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Part Il — The Four Questions for Fitness

| once sat through a two-hour steering committee meeting in which twelve very senior people debated
whether a target operating model was “fit for purpose.” Nobody, at any point, said what the purpose was. |
don't mean they disagreed on it. | mean it never came up. The phrase had become so smooth from overuse

thatit no longer needed a referent, the way “at the end of the day” no longer needs a day.

That meeting is the reason the Four Questions exist in this exact form and not some more elegant one. They
are deliberately blunt, and they are the four things you have to answer before the word “fit” is allowed to mean

anything: fit for what, by whom, how, and until when.

Fit for What

This is the one everyone thinks they've already answered. They haven't. What they've usually answered is fit
for the mandate — the thing written in the charter, the slide that got the budget approved. That is a real thing,
butitis not the same as the actual condition the design has to hold up against, which is usually messier,

more local, and less flattering than the mandate.

CASE 006

1. THE GOAL ) 2. THE PROBE

GOAL: FASTER TURNAROUND WHAT ARE WE OPTIMIZING?
I Cut end-to-end cycle time * Internal handling time
I without adding people. * Customer wait time
] o g 2 2y
4 [ A . ? X !

CURRENT TARGET

56 - 3.0
days days

3. THE WORK

WE MADE CHANGES TO
SPEED UP HANDOFFS,

v v v v
[ el o e

WHAT WE OPTIMIZED WHAT IT WAS FOR
Internal handof time

@é g% | | @6

Customer satisfaction

*hhII > hhATN

).“ 5.6 days — 3.5 days

Fit for what, nob;»dy asked.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM

© Sets a clear, healthy goal. © Asks the question that -8 o Tests idess and sips
frames the werk 3 changes quickly.
g ::,:," bl o * Secks the purpose behind O Owns the outcomes,
+ Stays open to what oo} )l Ittt
e e o | ) + Helps the tuum comect | [ H | W Learns from the data
) work 4o value. and adapts.
Case 006

FIELD NOTE — The phrase ‘fit for purpose’ is empty until the purpose is specific enough to exclude something. Ask
what outcome, constraint, or stakeholder consequence the design must actually serve.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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By Whom

This asks who is actually going to run this, live in it, be accountable when it wobbles — as opposed to who

Adaptive Ways | adaptiveways.site

approved it. These are very often different people, and the gap between them is where most “change failed to

stick” post-mortems quietly live.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 026
1. THE CLAIM 2. THE QUESTION

Today's agenda:

Fit for whom
was on the

3. THE DRIFT

WORK
AROUND

CusTOMER. WE BuLT
ASKED FoR ™S

THEY RE
USING THIS

CURRENT New

£34

W

R

Fit for whom wasn't on the agenda.

USERS WE ACTUALLY SERVE

UNKNOWN

: 1'.'."_: ?

EXCLUDED.

YA

o=

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
+ wants confidence the * asks short questions * feels the mismatch * shows up in who
plan s the right that open blind spots. in daily work, uses, who doesn't,
people. 4 i and who's everlooked.
+ believes aligament e :“P":" gmpoaiasiond « creates drift, rework,
Starts. with the feam. oo pses. and rising requests.
« trusts the agenda to @ lefs the feam « adapts without . 5 fhrough
frame what matters. uncover the gap. being asked. ﬁw ot slides.
Case 026
AFS CASEBOOK CASE 036
1. THE ASSUMPTION 2. THE PROBE
GROUP A GROUP B
ADOPTION RATE b Head office Field oparations
i
82% .— whom? Q 92% Q 27%
o — ;
. #— + Desktop users + Mobile only
¢ + High speed « Poor connectivity
J Conclusion: Success. « Full training « No time for fraining
= + Support nearby + Workareunds everyebere

5 O%%‘ i

3. THE CONTRADICTION

Works great.

"\

Doesn’t work. @

\ Same. change. Different

experience. Neither was asked. |

4. THE REVEAL

—)

Head office
assumed success.

By whom was assumed. By

FITNESS DEPENDS ON WHO EXPERIENCES IT NEXT STEP
ASSUMED BY >  WRONG FOR + Listen to both

live the failure.

+ Validate for all.
+ Adagt for real.

Field ops

whom was wrong.

THE EXECUTIVE

* Wants clear numbers
that signal success.

+ Assumes what works
for some works for all.

[} + Draws conclusions

from partial visibility.

THE GUIDE

« Asks who is included
in the evidence.

* Sees differences in
experience and context.

« Brings overlooked

voices info view.

+ Delivers the change with care.
+ Knows the real experience on the ground.
« Adapts informally when design

894

{ n\’\w

doesn't Fit their reality.

REALITY

+ Not everyone experiences
change the same way.
+ Context shapes outcomes.

* What's assumed for some
can be wrong for others.

Case 036

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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A related, cheerful little trap: everyone in the room agrees, out loud, and everyone in the room means
something slightly different by the words they just agreed on. The agreement was real. The alighment was
imaginary. Nobody checked, because checking would have required someone to ask a follow-up question,
and follow-up questions have a way of ending meetings on time.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 020

1. THE AGREEMENT 2. THE INTERPRETATION

Priority:

Fewer
risk

issues.

54

'ONBOARDING OUTCOMES

(D Onboarding time  up 32% T
@ A\ Exceptions wp41% T
& Customer drop-off  up 28% T

Alignment is easy when nobody checks.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
. jrecti i i [ + Delay grows across
::0; sh_nd dl:c;:: Tm} »‘:h- meaning . F.m the different the handoffs.
# i Ih d:the siered intarpeetalios; * Exceptions rise while
+ Reads agreement in the _— across gaps | mrjmuy:hm
| room as alignment in * Noticas hen ayenent | between functions. oo

+ Customer behaviour
exposes the mismatch.

B the work is broader than clarity.

Case 020

How

How — through what mechanism, what daily behavior, what actual sequence of actions — is the question
organizations skip because it sounds operational rather than strategic, and strategic is where the prestige is.
I've reviewed transformation decks with beautifully drawn target states and no credible account of how
anyone gets from here to there on a Monday morning. Certainty, in these rooms, tends to arrive well before
the evidence does, wearing a very confident expression.

And sometimes the honest answer to “how” is that the system needed a kind of variety — of skills, of
scenarios, of edge cases — that nobody thought to invite. Complexity doesn't RSVP. It shows up whether or
not there was a place set forit.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 018

1. THE ASSUMPTION

2. THE QUESTION

We're confident
this will work.
N\

NEW PLATFORM INITIATIVE
[ Proven technology

[ Experienced team

7 © Strong plan

EVIDENCE CHECK
User behaviour
Integration load
Operational impact
Adoption at scale

BRI

REALITY SIGNALS
Users not adopting
Integration failing
Support volume up
Costs rising

WHAT WE ASSUMED vs  WHAT WE PROVED

/ Proven technology X
V' Experienced team X

/ Strong plan X

untested
untested
untested

Certainty is just untested confidence.

THE EXECUTIVE

+ wants confidence and
forward momentum.

« believes the plan is
well-founded

+ equates preparation
with proof.

THE GUIDE

+ asks the question
that exposes the gap.

THE TEAM REALITY
+ does the work and « shows up in behaviour,
encounters reality. load, and outcomes.
« adapts, compensates, « exposes untested
|\ and absorbs the strain. assumptions.
+ surfaces the signals— « doesn't care about
under pressure. confidence.

Case 018

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 025

1. THE ASSUMPTION

Our system
can handle
the complexity.

WE'VE GOT IT COVERED

@ Processes
B Controls

2. THE QUESTION

VARIETY CHECK
14 Known demands
1 Known scenarios
[ Edge cases

Did we invite
all the types

WHY IT_HAPPENED

+ System dide't have
=3 the voriely it actually
needed

)

Vil

[ q
Requisite variety doesn't RSVP.

THE EXECUTIVE

* Wants confidence that
the system is robust

* Believes the controls
and fools are enough.
| * Prefers certainty over

uncomfortable gaps.

THE GUIDE

+ Asks the question that
opens the space.

+ Challenges assumptions
without challenging peopie

o Lefs reality do
the talking

THE TEAM 5 REALITY

* Encounters what wasn't - * Complexity shows up.
anticipated. /./v/ in new combinations.

* Compensates with * Exceptions, escalations,
workarounds and — and manual fixes
manual effort A accumulate.

* Exposes the missing
variety.

+ Feels the strain in
defivery and quality

Case 025

Until When

This is the question that admits, out loud, that fithess has an expiration date, and that pretending otherwise is
the exact failure mode the Governing Law was built to catch. It is also, reliably, the first question that gets
someone quietly checking their phone, because it's the one that implies future accountability rather than

present-tense confidence.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 016
1. THE ASSUMPTION 2. THE QUESTION

We'll delver
this by Q3.

KEY DATES

3. THE DRIFT

%D 7032";??:0 D

NEW DATE

C 3

Whoever asked “until when" left the meeting early.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY

T3 wants clarity and « asks the quiet question * works to keep vp + deadlines sip.
= confidence in the plan. others don't i @ with shifting targets. * dependercies emerge

« believes the timeline + lstens for what the + absorbs delays, rewsck. + scope expands,
\ is realistic. \ plan overlooks. \ | | || and last-minute changes.  evidence accumadates

|+ assumes the risks are { ? + looks for the signal | « adapts, compensates, after the prosies
being managed behind the certainty. and keeps goin, have already moved on
Case 016

Sometimes nobody asks it at all, for eighteen months, at which point the organization discovers it has been
running an operating model with no expiry date and no one who remembers agreeing to that.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 039
1. THE ASSUMPTION 2. THE PROBE
REVIEW CALENDAR
NEW OPERATING MODEL T B e
« Faster dalivery Stegy vV VYV
« Lower cost v oL L
« Happy customars \/ OKRs v v v v
s pmy Risk L
1 This model? — - - -
<~ /2} WA /)
3. THE DRIFT 4. THE REVEAL
MONTH 1 MONTH 6 FITNESS DECAYS WHEN CONTEXT CHANGES
Fresh start Workarounds THEN Now FUTURE ouTCOME
(Worked) (St using ) (Wil break) T
expiry.
o-0-+0 |Ii=
g * Demsnd low  « Domand high  + Risk rising Only drift,
o Teumnew o Team shreiched  + Qualty sipping
A + Soe o + Conbomrt iy
e el ok i et
WHAT WE DIDN'T DEFINE D
+ What “fit" looks like over time @ 0 g
« Expiry or trigger points N &) /
o Conditions that wodd break it Nobody asked how long this was supposed to work.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
* Seehs momentum and quick wins. « Aoks the time-bownd = - Contest doun stoy
Lacks in success fo creste questisns others skip. e
shebiity * Checks for expiny * Fitmess has o half-lfe.
« Assumes fodag's contest will canditions. V) ) o Wit wahad thon ey
st V() o Exposes bind spots = Works within the madel s imtracted ek
e [t rwb e, i)
re-enbuation. « Keops the sgtem bunest,* Forses the arigioa inkent o tim. S « Time veveals the misit

+ Needs clarity on whin 4o change

Case 039

Here's the honest limitation, and I'd rather name it than have a sharp reader find it first: four questions are a
discipline, not a guarantee. You can answer all four thoughtfully and still be wrong, because context moves
faster than any assessment cycle. The questions don't eliminate self-deception. They just make it harder to
hide, which is not nothing, but itisn't proof either.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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Once you know what you're fit for, by whom, how, and until when, you need somewhere to put that

information to work. That's Fithess-Driven Design.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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Part lll — From Questions to Design

There's a particular kind of org design review where everyone nods at the diagram and nobody asks how it was
built. | don't mean the reporting lines — those get scrutinized to death. | mean the sequence of decisions that
produced the diagram in the first place. Usually the honest answer is: someone had a model they liked, from
a book or a prior company or a conference keynote, and the current organization got poured into it like batter

into a pan shape that happened to be lying around.

Fitness-Driven Design is a practice, not another architectural layer. It means designing forward from the Four
Questions instead of importing a structure because it worked elsewhere. The output is not ‘the AFS design’. It

is a context-specific design whose assumptions and failure conditions are visible.

This sounds obvious stated flatly. It is rarely done, because designing forward from a diagnosis is slower and
less reassuring than reaching for something with a name and a case study attached. “We did what worked at
[respected competitor]” gets budget approved. “We built something specific to our own answers to four

uncomfortable questions” gets you a lot of follow-up questions in the room.

Methods, unfortunately, do not produce evidence on their own. You can have every practice on the checklist
ticked and still have nothing to show for it except a very tidy checklist.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 004
1. THE METHOD 2. THE CHECKLIST
e ( WE'RE DOING ) e e——————
‘ ALL THE RIGHT PRACTICES. ERTTRENTIE

V%
,l @ oawy stno-p R84 METI:OIZ ‘;‘:i‘é:““ @ oany sTanp-up
I @ SPRINT PLANNING S
D" @ sernt review
25)

4 @ RETROSPECTIVE (@5
Ol @ xansan Boaro vroaTeD R b
W\ &) <=7 (’{ /

3. THE QUESTION

WHAT IMPROVED?

@ sPRNT PLANNING
@ SPRINT REVIEW
@ RETROSPECTIVE
@ xANBAN BOARD UPDATED

Methods don't produce evidence.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM " REALITY
« Backs the method 9 + Asks what improved. a + Follows the rituals 0 + Does rot reward camplince.
o Wants visible compliance. g ' ' « Still manages recurring I « Shows up in queuss,
ants visible compliance Looks past the checklist i i i,
A : — S

2 |  Assumes practice adoption * Avoids explaining, Lives with the customer issues.
. signals improvement e

THE CAST

de

Asks for evidence.

Case 004

And sometimes what actually happened is that a proposal moved through a room full of nodding heads,
everyone agreeing to move ahead, and nobody — not one person — was assigned to go check whether the

assumptions underneath it were true. Nodding, it turns out, is not validation. It only feels like it in the room.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 014
1. THE PROPOSAL 2. THE ALIGNMENT
o o pecson
.o APPROVED i
: Son, | ==
ol GO oo
AT " ——

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE
- Seaks abgament and ~ Spots untested assumptions.
confidunt. dacisions. = S e
= Believes the proposal agreement and evidence.
D\ s sound. ) b e
= Expects the team to I gy
flag concerns.

Case 014

Reverse Validation is the practical safeguard: before building, state what evidence would show that the
design has drifted out of fithess, then build that evidence-gathering into the work itself. It is not a separate
ceremony. Itis the discipline of making a design capable of contradicting its own story.

AFS CASEBOOK
1. THE PROPOSAL

CASE 034

2. THE QUESTION

S 'ﬂ Ml a
Its -T :m-l: ROLL-OUT CASE hat happened O User interviews
beooclad s ® Clear value B Support fickels
is solid. e
, © Low risk racess logs
7 ® Fast adophion
© Ready fo scale

3. THE EVIDENCE

| PILOT RESULTS

® Adoption below expected
© Manval support requests
® Rework needed

PRESENTED CASE VALIDATED RESULT
© Adoplion quick 1 Orop-off after step 2
© Support light 1 Manual support +16
© Precess smple 1 Rework requests +11
© Scale now T Pilet users hesitated
1 Scale risk still high

&b > L p

\ .
Validation doesn't care who presemted.

THE EXECUTIVE

* Wants confidence,

THE GUIDE THE TEAM
* Asks for the evidence.

REALITY

* Runs the plot and * Shows through user
clarity, and momentum. gathers real data. hesitation.
. rate entation
o Beliews @ well-argued i‘:l",y‘,’::", * Hondes cxoptos * St e
Case should carry weight. e and sopport. support ‘
o Seeks alignment o e ® Sees what achually o Shows fhrough
meve formard. happened. rewark.

Case 034
It especially doesn't care whether the thing worked once. A pilot that goes well under a specific, generous set
of conditions — extra staff, a priority freeze, someone's undivided attention — is a genuinely useful data

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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point. Itis not, on its own, a method. “That worked once” and “that will always work” are different claims, and
the gap between them is exactly where most scaled rollouts quietly fail.

AFS CASEBOOK

\ /
That worked once. Once isn't a_method.

CASE 022
1. THE WIN 2. THE QUESTION
PILOT RESULT
Lead time down 888 Extra staff
@ Priority freeze
[0=0) Direct access
¢ (| to approval
"| v Narrow scope
" —— TR
= =
/G <7 { J
/ Vs /
3. THE REPEAT 4. THE REVEAL
‘ IT»TF‘T;- = — WAITING ITEMS
WETHOD bt = D [ whar we comeo | whar Hepeo once | o

— il B e El S Mot el ok +29%
‘:‘:‘:& ; . .:."'.'.':';, Duy heddle v | Extrastaff K vt last maath
¥ Template V| Priority freee %k

Tracking board /| Direct access % AdE

Nareow scpe |

THE EXECUTIVE

THE GUIDE

THE TEAM REALITY
* Wants to scale a visble success. o Asks what was true * Repeats the ritual that * Returns normal demand
o Mistides: o/ et for- 2 the first time. was copied. and interruptions.
repeatable method. * Separates the method * Compensates when the * Withholds the conditions
o Aty e mith conbiiis from the conditisns. \  missing support disappears. that made the pilt easy.
once they are visible. | ) + Lets the evidence do * Feels the strain before the * Shows that repetition
the work. room mames it.

is not proof,

Case 022

The useful outcome is system agility: the capacity of a design to notice when it no longer fits and to change
without waiting for a ceremonial transformation. That capacity cannot be imported. It has to be designed into
the way the system senses, decides, and acts.
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Part IV — The Fitness Sequence

Somewhere in most transformation programs there's a slide with four boxes and arrows between them, and
everyone in the room already knows, without being told, that the arrows are aspirational. The boxes get built
more or less in parallel under deadline pressure, and the arrows get drawn afterward to make the story

coherent for the steering committee. I've drawn those arrows. I'm not proud of it. | understand exactly why it

happens.

The Fitness Sequence is an argument against that habit. Fit for Purpose. Fit for Context. Fit for Execution. Fit
for Improvement. Each one is the precondition the next one quietly assumes, and skipping a step is like
skipping a rung on a ladder — you can do it, but you should know you're doing it.

Fit for Purpose

Does the design actually serve the What from the Four Questions — the real one, not the mandate's slogan
version. This step feels complete on its own, which is exactly the trap. You can be entirely fit for purpose in the
abstract and still discover the purpose itself has quietly relocated while nobody was watching the workflow,

which kept humming along, clean and increasingly irrelevant.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 024
1. THE FLOW 2. THE QUESTION

PROCESS HEALTH

Cycle time | Handoffs | Errors
down clear low

The workflow
is finally

Request —p Review —»

Approve —p  Complete

3. THE SIGNAL 4. THE REVEAL

WHAT THE WORKFLOW SHOWS WHAT THE PURPOSE SHOWS

* Fast cycle time + Demand moved elsewhere
+ Clean handoffs + Mostly legacy cases
* Low error rate * Exceptions doing the work i
N,
A S

(5]

The workflow was fine. The purpose had already left the building.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY

* Wants process improvement * Asks whether the process * Keeps the process * Shows purpose drift through
to signal progress. still serves a live purpose. running cleanly. A fallng velume and rising
exceptions.
* Sees healthy flow and * Places use and need beside /' V¥ * Natces that mast el || MANA o Reveals tat eficint flow
assumes contining reevance. workflow performance. demand bas shifted is ot the same as
elsewhere. continued fit.

Case 024

Fit for Context

This takes the purpose-fit design and asks whether it survives contact with the specific conditions it has to
operate in — the actual people, actual history, actual politics, actual capacity. This is where most imported
best practices die quietly, without anyone naming the cause of death. Context isn't scenery. It's load. And it
changes at its own pace, entirely uninterested in whether the Gantt chart has caught up.
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 009

1. THE PICTURE 2. THE PROBE

What's changed
since we made
this plan?

4. THE REVEAL

2025 PLAN

||
oo |
- x««‘g

Context changed. The plan didn’t get the memo.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
{ + wants certainty « notices the gap between « feels the pressure of change ,‘," « context shifts constantly
‘@ and predictability plan and reality « adapts through workarounds l— « signals arrive continuously
@ - believss the plan o mwmﬂ + juagles new demands white (2 + plans age the moment
\ i PMMWM'M! ' '-"”““ s Plan expectations persist reality moves
ntegrity
Case 009

FIELD NOTE — Context is not background information. It is part of the load the design must carry. List what has
changed since the plan was approved and which assumption each change invalidates.

Fit for Execution

This is where the design meets Monday morning, and it's the step most decks skip entirely, because it's the
least glamorous and the most mechanical. Can this actually be run, by the people who have to run it, with the
skills, time, and authority they actually have — not the skills, time, and authority the design assumed they'd

magically acquire once the new structure was announced.

A plan can be entirely fit for the meeting where it was presented — clear timeline, named owners, risks
summarized, approvals in place — and entirely unfit for everything that happens after the meeting ends.
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 011

1. THE COMMITMENT

2. THE QUESTION

Both are essenti
We've aligned the plan.
e X

CUSTOMER MIGRATION
SurnG

We keep restarting
whichever. one. became

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE

= Holds two logtimate = Notices that both plans
commitments that both depend n the same capacity.
appesr umavidable. s

- Assumas ahgomment in 'wm'::m i
Planning resobres competition , )

in delivery

Case 011

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 040

1. THE PLAN

Q@ MLestones

2. THE QUESTION
"DELIVERY PLAN. _

AR OMAY JUN UL AUG

All on track

& Customer availability
€3 Support readiness
88 Capacity b workload

EXECUTION CONDITIONS
@ Cross-team dependencies

& Handoffs & sequencing

4. THE REVEAL

D<=

FIT FOR THE MEETING FIT FOR EXECUTION
REALITY
V' Clear timeline X Dependencies unressbved
« Cushomars waiting
V' Milestones defined X Copacity alraady stretched PR
V- N Gt otig il ot
V' Riks sommrised X Suppert et rea i ]
V. Rogrovals in place X Work rovted .....’.u oo %
oot b o
« Energy drained
=

)
The plan was fit for the meeting. Nothing else.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM | TAum
* appears through delays,
o wants order, resdiness, o ashs whet tha plon st RN 1 e e detets s,
and forward motion. survive in practice. A3 ""M:“" 5 missing readiness.
- * Compons o 2 . e litie
« reads o clean plan a5 « raies the gop behwen [ TN CVNC PN Colition wnd e ey
propiradacss. v cqprond d wecitin; | 1 | VRS werkaround effort o
« sacks momentum fhrough ' b oo s oididempsis, it The A ) o refuses o fit the
approval. plan omitted. — tidy story.

Case 040

FIELD NOTE — Meeting fitness is not execution fitness. Ask what the plan requires on an ordinary Monday: time,
skill, authority, coordination, and tolerance for exceptions.

Fit for Improvement

This is the step that admits the first three were never going to be permanently correct, and builds in the
mechanism for finding out when they stop being correct. It's also, not coincidentally, the step most likely to
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be cut when budgets tighten, because it looks like it's checking something that's already “done.”
Improvement isn't a phase that comes after delivery. It's a confession, in installments, about everything the
design didn't quite get right the first time.

And its most honest form isn't a scheduled retrospective — it's the willingness to admit, at the exact moment

certainty runs out, that this is where the actual learning starts.

The Sequence has an honest failure mode of its own. Organizations learn it well enough to performitin order
without doing the underlying work at each step. You can walk through all four stages in a workshop, tick every
box, and still have produced nothing but a well-organized presumption. The stages don’t move themselves.

Something has to drive them, and that is the next part.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 012
1. THE PLAN 2. THE LIST

3. THE WORK Most of the improvement

list s how we keep this

Improvement isn’t a phase. It's an admission.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY

d - Treats improvement 352 = Noticas that the improvement e = Kaeps the work moving FEEI) - Turms feir improvement
Planned stage after deivery. sk names current sparating g‘ # Y through checks, corractions, oA into present evidence
problens. and rework. 1 of misfit
AR~ Warls erderly pragress ] A SN 2 y N
1\ without reopening the = Adks whot wuclly Is buing | l-nu.,-_ww-—u = Revesls that the backlog
whele design. | ) Tk 1IN ) Sacklog 24 compenatin otk vl ths syeben
already in use camat yet do clasly.

Case 012
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CASE 005

1. THE PLAN T
know what to do.

2. THE STRAIN

I THE PLAN

@ process voate. 42P
\ A7 @ wevwowson 6%
W @ TRANNG 888
@ QUAUITY CHECKS

B

/

3. THE TURN

Improvement starts where certainty ends.

THE CAST  1ue execurive THE GUIDE THE TEAM € REALITY
« Wants a clear plan. + Questions assumptions. e « Feels the strain. [ 4 * Breaks the plan.
* Starts from « Creates space to learn. q A\ * Shares what's i * Shows what
certainty. « Turns talk into insight. Y, really happening. [*— | was missed,
« Expects compliance. PN L Connects petterns. + Experiments with ~J U+ Rewards learning
what works, over certainty.
Case 005

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways




Adaptive Ways | adaptiveways.site

PartV — From Evidence to Action

| once asked a client what their strategy process actually was, mechanically, and after some throat-clearing
the answer amounted to: someone senior gets a feeling, the feeling gets a name, and the name gets a budget
line. | want to be fair — this is not stupidity. Most organizations don't have a mechanism for turning direction
into motion. They have a moment of conviction, followed by a great deal of activity that hopes to be consistent
with it.

Direction becomes adaptation through a loop with three stages. The Adaptive Signal Field is where the
organisation reads what has changed and how much it matters. The Friction-Fitness Map locates that
reading: where the pressure sits, and whether it is telling the truth. The AFS Adaptive Engine is the
organisation’s actual ability to turn a located reading into coordinated action. The loop matters more than its

labels.

Read what has changed. Locate where it presses. Act through the real system of work. Then
examine what the action revealed, because that is the next signal.

The Adaptive Signal Field

The Adaptive Signal Field orients: given the purpose, context, evidence, and constraints, which direction now
has the strongest claim? A reading is not a decision. Itis an explicit directional hypothesis that can still be
ignored, distorted, or overtaken by events. The cartoons that follow still use older words for this, a compass
for direction and a dial for scale. The words retired. The failure modes did not.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 030
1. THE READING 2. THE QUESTION

COMPASS CHECK

3. THE WALKING

4. THE REVEAL

comss surs | room cnose T | e | S

N sy ]~ ot et agela ||a
AR | : 5]
i Al |+ P % ?
il P
: =

CURRENT RosgHA?

commiTreD
@ 7
| 9

AReady
ety

EE

The compass pointed somewhere. The room kept walking the old way.

THE EXECUTIVE

* wants direction and
arderly progress.

o trusts the resding when

it becomes visible.

o is willing to notice when
routine sutvetes evidence.

THE GUIDE

o asks one short queston, « works threugh existing
% commitments,
o notices whether the
signal changes action. « keeps the plan moving.
o does rot explain | | )] o abiorbs the mismatch by
the lessen. | \ ‘ l | J defarring what the
compass. indicates.

REALITY

o appears thesugh repeat
contacts, drop-off,

THE TEAM

Case 030
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 037

1. THE SIGNAL

2. THE QUESTION

@ <7

STRATEGIC SIGNAL

Which map
are we

CURRENT DELIVERY MAP (LEGACY)

3. THE OLD MAP

4. THE REVEAL

© New route requiced

@ THE COMPASS SAID |  THE OLD MAP DID REALITY
] D Requests bounced
© Customer demand shifted | © Legacy approvals kept befueen teams
© Fewer handoffs needed | © Work routed through B Work followed
L old teams yesterday's route
© Faster dicect path

3oamnmp

© Customers still waited

TM compass was right. The org kept consulting the old mnp

5’@&

B Delay grew in
© Manual fixes daily the gaps

af

THE EXECUTIVE
o vty clarity and diechion
o trusts the signal

o assumes the route will follow
ance direction is known

THE GUIDE

* ks M-., is achually
by action

* notices the
bk i

o lets the evidence answer.

THE TEAM

* cxecutes through inherited
pathuays

* compensates acress handoffs

and exceptions.
o lves inside the old map.

REALITY
® shows up a5 quewts,
rersutes, and delay

* reveals when the route no
Loager fits the direchion

* keeps exposing the mishit

Case 037

The same field calibrates: how much correction, applied how quickly, with what reversibility? Some signals

require a small experiment; others expose a design that can no longer be defended. Treating every signal as
either noise or emergency is a failure of calibration.

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 019

1. THE DASHBOARD

2. THE QUESTION

What are we
not measuring?

Nmo..ka @ ‘
Cs ekt @ nﬂﬂﬂu
Budget Stbe @ [ AN

: —
SUPPORT MANUAL
QUEVE \
432
= Y : ‘ g

4. THE READ

Doy Tk @ |
b s © iy
Bgtsuie @ |V

|

II

The dial moved. Nobody was watching the dial.

* Sets direction.

THE CAST .e THE EXECUTIVE

VIR ¢ Seeks confidence.
AN W+ Wents to detiver.

THE GUIDE

+ Asks better questions.

o Looks beyond the obvious.
10 o Connects the dots.

beal THE TEAM

w + Does the real work.

W * Solves problems.
L4 * Feels the strain.

3 ReAuTy
* Exists outside the metrics.
I e Shomp i the ek

Deserves to be seen.

Case 019
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The Friction-Fitness Map

Between the reading and the action sits the question of where. A signal nobody can locate gets addressed
everywhere, which in practice means nowhere. The Map gets its own part later in this book. Here it is enough
to know that the loop passes through it, and that skipping it is how organisations end up fixing the loudest

team instead of the misfit one.

The AFS Adaptive Engine

Action is where the loop either becomes real or collapses into diagnosis theatre. The organisation must be
able to coordinate across boundaries, allocate authority, clear blockers, and alter the work. That capability
often exists informally before the org chart recognises it.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 017
1 THE STRUCTURE 2. THE PROBE

Who actually
keeps this

4. THE REVEAL

THE ORG CHART (ON PAPER)

The system adapted. The org chart didn’t notice.

THE EXECUTIVE THE_GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY

+ Wants clarity and + Looks for the gap Builds direct links « Work flows through
accountable ownership. between structure across boundaries informal coordination.

* Trusts the formal and behaviour. to keep delivery alive « The chart stays stable
structure to reflect + Asks who actually + Adapts around handoffs, while behaviour evolves.
P ) Keeps the work delays, and functional + The system keeps moving

moving. seams, by routes nobody formali

Case 017

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways

27



Adaptive Ways | adaptiveways.site

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 031

1. THE STRUCTURE

ORG CHART REVIEW

2. THE QUESTION

&

The:engine was running, The org chart assumed it was Wling.

THE EXECUTIVE

® trusts the formal structure.
1o show where action lives.

Sometimes the adjustment is smaller and less visible than a whole engine turning over — just a quiet,
unofficial workaround, adopted because it kept the work moving, that nobody with the authority to approve it

ever actually saw.

o looks for clrity, ewnership,
ond visible activation.

o is willing fo notice when
work moves outside the chart.

THE GUIDE

+ asks one short question,

o notices where adaptation
is already happening.

o does not exploin
the lesson.

THE TEAM
« keeps work moving
across boundaries.

when the structure
lags behind.

o coordinates informally

o absarbs strain by clearing
handoffs and blockers.

REALITY

o appears through active
coordination, cleared blackers,
and flowing work.

* reveals that adeptation can
exist before struchure
scknowledges it.

o speaks through behaviour,
ot reporting lines.

Case 031

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 042

1. THE ASSUMPTION

We've got
stability. Nothing’s

2. THE PROBE

* Precess tweak

CHANGE LOG

* Report werkaround

[ Extra work  [7] Delays.

SIDE_EFFECTS

[ Inconsistency [ Burnout

Something’s adjusting. Nobody signed
off on it.

WHO NOTICED?

Nobody
Officially.

Everybody.
Unfficially.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
* Seeks control and predictabitty * Asks simple questions that 4 ] * Work keeps finding & way
through formal approvals. open blind spots. around the rules.
+ Astames stuitty vhen thre’s + Observes pathers oters N ; ) + Complesity grows
o visble change k. i e in the gaps.
however needed
+ Prefers clean rports over + Docsat dnguss o xplin « Drift becomes the
messy reslity. LSyt defoult operating medel.
« Adaphs Yo rvive the system.
Case 042
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And sometimes a mechanism outlives the reason it was built entirely, and keeps running for reasons that
have nothing to do with its origin story and everything to do with the fact that people are still, genuinely, using

it to get things done.

CASE 027

AFS CASEBOOK
1. THE ORIGIN

2. THE QUESTION

REVIEW BOARD
Created during the migration What still
2 [\ migation risks

& froeze cxceplions

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM 0
o vl s sty + s e shrt qusion. (@0 & v g s

« brusts o logacy struchure o nofcas presant Funchion * coordinate real ek 37 [ ok

it ety % e tn e s s b

el problom. 8 Hory \ and bandtf, + reveas the speration!
e ? "

it b become .

ot ol l\li ? |-_M’

Case 027

A brilliant reading connected to no capacity for action is an accurate prophecy. The FVI Lens, which the next
part takes up, is not a fourth stage in this loop. It is the lens the whole loop runs through, and it keeps the

reading rigorous rather than reducing it to ‘look at the dashboard and feel a mood’.
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The 20-Minute Fithess Check

Use this when a room is about to approve, continue, scale, or defend something described as ‘working’. The
pointis not consensus. The pointis to expose the claim and the evidence quickly enough to affect the
decision.

Minutes Question Output

One sentence naming the design, purpose, and current

0-3 What exactly are we claiming is fit? .
conditions.

Fit for what, by whom, how, and until

3-7 Four answers specific enough to be challenged.
when? P g g

719 What evidence supports the claim? What  Supporting evidence plus at least one disconfirming
evidence would change our mind? indicator.
Where is friction visible, hidden, or bein . . .

12-16 . . g One pressure point that deserves inspection.
mistaken for healthy tension?

16-20 What will we check, change, or stop— One owner, one next check, one expiry or review
and when? condition.

Failure condition: if the room cannot name evidence that would change its mind, itis not validating
the claim. It is defending it.
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PartVlI—The FVI Lens

There's a specific look a room gives you when you ask “how do you know this is working,” and it's not
defensiveness, exactly. It's more like the look you get asking someone how their marriage is going at a dinner
party — a flicker of “that's not really a question with an answer, is it,” followed by something warm and vague
about how things feel pretty good these days. Organizations answer “how do you know” with sentiment
dressed as measurement, and they do it fluently enough that nobody in the room notices the substitution
happening.

The FVI Lens separates three questions that organisations routinely collapse into one impression: does the
design currently fit; is that claim supported by evidence; and what should that evidence change about the
next decision? Fitness, Validation, and Intelligence can disagree. That disagreement is information, not a
reporting defect.

Fitness

This aperture asks the question the whole approach is named for: given current conditions, does this still hold
up. Dashboards are very good at showing you activity and rather bad at showing you fit. A dashboard can
report every indicator green while the support queue quietly climbs into the hundreds one desk over — and, to
be fair to the dashboard, it wasn't lying. It just wasn't asked the right question.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 002

1. THE DASHBOARD 2. THE 2. THE QUESTION.

Delivery on track 7@7%/‘/ m Delimyonirnik @ | /\/J
Release predictable @ g [l g Release predctabie @ ] g

Budget stible @ | A

All the
indicators look

3. THE_WORK 4. THE REVEAL

SUPPORT
QUEVE

Myt @ |
e reicie @ gllay
Bt i @ p A

D <z

The dashboard wasn’t lying.

THE EXECUTIVE

o THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
+ Seeks assurance in the « Asks what sits outside » Keeps service ":;"_‘9 I + Sits outside the chosen
visible measures. the measure set bl s S I indicators.
« Trusts the dashboard to + Looks beyond the ? % B 2‘4‘:;::;:'?::’: I » Showt up in qubnes,
Py reflact the situstion. ; reported picture. e e s { workarounds, and
A\ - Wants delivery fo stay J\ - Notices the gup between ’ g A customer complaints.

on track. status and experience. i :";" ':" o + Contradiets the comfort
e ot of the summary.

Case 002
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 021

1. THE CLAIM 2. THE QUESTION
PERFORMANCE  SUMMARY CURRENT LENS
The data What's the Wty
shows we're SPEED QuALITY: cosy lens showing B Tt
in great shape. @ l ? B Cycle time
GoOoD GoOoD 63 Defects

=

The lens doesn't

WHAT WE MISS

SUPPORT
TICKETS

+38%

* Customer outcomes
+ Adopion

* Drop-ofi

* Why it's hard
* What we break

flatter anyone.

THE EXECUTIVE

THE GUIDE

THE TEAM

* Wants assurance the * Asks a simple question * Feels the gap between + Outcomes falling
organization is that widens perspective g metrics and realify. 7’*-“ he measered
forming well. sypse:
prEI Tl e O~ Qg * Compersates, rewarts, o Frustration surfaces
+ Relies on the data view bo ik e { and absarbs the strain in Hickets, drop-off,
Hhat confirms ! | ’ | | - Ko somei ard escalations.
expectations et * The missed signals
keep accumulating

REALITY

Case 021

Validation

This asks something adjacent but distinct: is there actual evidence for the claim of fitness, oris it a claim
resting on authority, tenure, or the fact that nobody's complained loudly enough yet. Confidence is not
evidence, however good the slides look, and however much the story has visibly improved between the May

version and the July one with the little gold star on it.

Sometimes the data is internally spotless — every reported figure agrees with every other reported figure —
and every piece of evidence sitting outside that particular report is climbing steadily in the wrong direction,

unconsulted.
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 035

1. THE ASSUMPTION

More confidence.

* Low risk

INITIATIVE UPDATE

2. THE PROBE

Stronger story. « Proven approach CONFIDENCE « Usage data Obiee
We're ready fo go. + Strong aligrment + Customer feedback -
+ Clear benefits + Cycle time -

* Defect rate —

EVIDENCE CHECK

3. THE CONTRADICTION

SLIDES EVOLVE... 60 / NO-GO DECISION Nexy:
Juy
MAY O L @ KICKOFF
T coroe | |7 comvorice o
canrmost * « Confidence: High [
D I:I I I + Evidence: Unchanged [f
L ll“[lg DECISION: GO

Confidence isn't evidence
with better slides.

THE EXECUTIVE

+ Wants conviction and clarity
before committing.

+ Equates polsh ond certainty AN

)+ Decides based on confidence
signals, not evidence changes.

THE GUIDE THE TEAM

+ Builds the story and the slides.
+ Works hard fo demenstrate progress.
+ May unconsciously optimize for appraval.

+ Doesn't push conclusions.

+ Asks simple questions A
that expose gaps.
L N e
TN * Keeps the conversation N e + Stays constant while

with proof. ’ ‘() grounded.

REALITY

« Doesn't change because
the story improved.
confidence increases.

* Reveals the truth when
someone looks.

Case 035

FIELD NOTE — Confidence is a property of the presenter. Validation is a property of the claim. Ask what evidence
could survive a change of presenter.

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 041

1. THE PACK

2. THE QUESTION

PERFORMANCE PACK
® Dashboard status: Green
© Weekly report: On track
© Forecast: Stable

® Survey score: 4.6
°

OTHER EVIDENCE
B Customer calls
B Support tickets
O Process exceptions
B Observed drop-offs

4. THE REVEAL

DATA AGREED WITH DATA l NOTHING ELSE DID

© Dashboard green N Support demand rising

© Forecast stable |1* Customers dropped ot step 3
® Survey score high P Manual fixes daily

© Variance explained P Rework requests up

® Trend consistent T Quese age growing

g o )

A\ i \
The data agreed with itself. Nothing else did.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
* wants confidence and * asks whet sits outside o gathers the dats and o shows through customer
coherence. the reporting pack. absorbs the exceptions. behaviow.
o frusts o cesn shoey when o suparates indenal comsistoncy o sees where reperts and shows. through support
) the measures align. frem validation. lived work diverge. demand and rework.
N o teoks fer evidence that o lets the cantradicton emerg o Keeps compersabing while o ceuses o be reduced fo o
Sepperts. Surmid il | Hevagh ovdencs, the picture stays Fidy. self-confiming raperks

Case 041

FIELD NOTE — Internal consistency is not external validity. Identify one operational source outside the reporting
chain and check whether it tells the same story.
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And sometimes the official record and the operational one simply part ways, politely, in the same meeting.

The minutes say stable. The support queue keeps its own minutes, and doesn't submit them for approval.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 023
1. THE RECORD 2. THE QUESTION

ROLL-OUT REVIEW
* Launch stable
 Issues resolved

Let's minute
that the rollout
is stable.

Can we place
the day beside
the minutes?

MEETING MINUTES
 Stable release

* Contained issues

* No major disruption * Ready to scale

4. THE REVEAL

WHAT THE MINUTES SAID | st i oay RECORDED customer
I~z escalations

© Mo major dsuption | = Tickes riving +12
+ Tssue resolved + Werkarsand still active
+ Ready to scale * Quese growing

Reality kept its own minutes.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY

* Wants the rollot story + Puts the official record + Carres the wresobved + Records events through
tn shay caboreak il the speationd e effects after the tickets, queues, and
Relies on the meet Lets the di oy ), ol

* Relies on the meeting * Lets the discrepancy y
record to reflect control. speak for itself. ! * Compensates quietl Keeps a chronology that

| ) ) | ! whille the record says stable. minutes cannot overrule.

Case 023

Intelligence

This asks the forward-looking question: given what Fitness and Validation are showing you, what does this
predict, and what should you do differently because of it. This is the aperture most often skipped, because
Fitness and Validation are diagnostic — comfortable, even when the diagnosis is bad — and Intelligence
demands you commit to an implication that someone might later check you against.

Sometimes intelligence arrives well ahead of the official meeting that's supposed to discuss it, quietly, in a
signal that keeps recurring before anyone's given it a name.
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 044
1. THE DECK 2. THE QUESTION

MARKET INTELLIGENCE VALIDATION SOURCES
amaadk Hran O Pilet / Field test
pesitive [ Customer sbservation
= [l Seqment sigral O Live wsage data
& unilnlal ol 5 St ol

< O Process impact

O Execution test

STATUS: Nowe Commare

4. THE REVEAL

REALITY
Customers. nat

sbserved

No live
i

Assumptions still
carrying the case

INTELLIGENCE
(WHAT THE CHART SAID)

V Madel coherent 1
V' Segments aligned 1

v/ Confidence high 1 @

WHAT VALIDATION
WOULD HAVE SHOWN

X Pilot not run

X Live demand unknown
X Support load unseen
X
X

V Forecast stable 1
v/ Story persussive 1

Adaption uncertain
Execution risk untested

Intelligence without validation is just an opinion with a chart.

THE EXECUTIVE
o Wants clarity, coherence,
and decision confidence.

+ Vlues a well-argued,

THE GUIDE THE TEAM

o Asks what was actually o Assembles the analysis
validated in practice. from best available data.

REALITY
o Proof lives in observed

behaviour and sutcomes.

o Pilots, usage and support

+ Keeps he guestin simpe A * Manages assumphions

compelling analysis. and pointed. A p and edge cases. data show what's trae.
+ Moves when the case P SRR B o Sees the gup between o The world doesn't match
feels veady. inference and proof. the story until fested.
Case 044
AFS CASEBOOK CASE 003
1. THE SIGNAL 2. THE NOTE

" operaTIONS REVIEW
Monthly review
next week

QL)

SUPPORT QUEVE

587 Frasyiesy
+31% w5 last week (Tooar)
24

N’/

THE EXECUTIVE
+ Waits for formal proof.
+ Trusts the summary.

THE GUIDE

+ Spots the recurring pattern early.
« Raises the possibility without

REALITY

+ Appears before the meeting does.
+ Excalates while the summary

+ Wants the situation o stay bochuring. stays calm,
under control. « Nofices what appears before the S S .
report does. and rework.

Case 003

And sometimes it just sits there, unopened, in an inbox nobody's checking, while the thing it was warning
about keeps happening anyway, on schedule, whether or not the door ever gets opened.
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AFS CASEBOOK
1. THE REVIEW 2. THE QUESTION

CASE 029

Who reads
the pattern
notes?

[ WHAT WE REVIEW WHAT KEEPS ARRIVING
Vo teack weckly teligunce brief [ snwend
PRI, pattern nstes ) wread
. cstomer insgpts [ wnveod
Y escalations: low e 5
= wtage gl £ wreed

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
* secks a dependable « asks one short question. o gathers patterns from o oppears through repeat
picture of performance. doily. werk. contacts, exception

* notices where evidence
o trusts the formal is supposed fo enter.

review cadence.

o tums experience infs
usable notes. o AR
whether or net fhe room
receives them.

o reveals blindness through
unread evidence.

o does not explain
the lesson.

|| + is willing to notice what
the review leaves out.

o keeps sending infelligence
without fanfare.

Case 029

The honest limitation here: the FVI Lens requires a kind of organizational patience that most reporting
cadences actively punish. Boards want a status. Green, amber, red. The Lens wants to tell you that Fitness is
amber, Validation is green, and Intelligence hasn't been asked yet — which is a true and useful answer that
does not fitin a single traffic-light cell. Looking through the Lens tells you where things stand. It doesn't yet
tell you where the pressure is building. That's what the Friction-Fitness Map is for.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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The Fitness Claim Record

A fitness conversation becomes useful when its assumptions survive beyond the meeting. Capture the
minimum below; do not turn it into a compliance form.

Field Record

The claim What, exactly, is currently believed to be fit?

Conditions For what purpose and context is the claim supposed to hold?

Operators By whom is it actually executed, maintained, and experienced?
Mechanism How does it work in ordinary practice—not in the presentation?
Evidence What supports the claim now?

Disconfirmation What observation would make us revise or withdraw the claim?

Expiry Until when is the claim credible, or what change triggers review?

Next action What will be checked, changed, stopped, or tested next—and by whom?
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Part VIl — The Friction-Fithess Map

Every organization has at least one team that everyone quietly agrees is “just difficult,” in the tone people use
for a relative whose politics nobody wants to discuss at dinner. Nobody investigates why. It's simpler to treat
friction as a personality trait of the team than as a signal about the system they're operating inside.

The Friction-Fitness Map exists to stop that reflex. It places friction against two axes — how much strain is
present, and whether that strain is visible or hidden — producing four quadrants: System Strain, Adaptive
Tension, Hidden Misfit, and Stable Flow.

System Strain

This is friction that's loud and structural — everyone can feel it, and it traces back to the design itself. It's the
easiest quadrant to work with, uncomfortably, because at least nobody's pretending otherwise. The strain
tends to speak in a very consistent language: overtime, escalations, repeat contacts, the kind of evidence

that was never really trying to be quiet.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 043

1. THE ASSURANCE - 2. THE QUESTION
OPERATIONS _STATUS
® Output steady

® Priorities

WORK _NEEDED
O Late handeffs
B Manual rersuting
B Priscify chase-ups
B Daily exception handling
B End-of-day calch-ups

------

4. THE REVEAL

WHAT WE_REPORTED WHAT THE STRAIN SAID

© Outpat steady T Overtime rising

© SLA mestly met M Mamal reroutes daly
® Bucklog managed T Excephion quese growing
® Escalations lmited T Repeat contuchs up

T Fiest-pass resslation down

W\ \ )
The strain was always the message.

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
o wants shability visble o asks what the syshen o keeps werk meving fhrough o s @ siarkins,
in the reorts e kot workarounds. excephions, and
. o repest demand.
* reads coping a5 * notices effort before absorbs overksed fo mect repe
resilionce outcomes. onanitmants. o contradicts the summary
o rests shin s o R o reveals strain through with eperational evidence
femporary cast the work * vas speaking the whole fime

Case 043

Adaptive Tension

This is friction that's loud but not structural — the discomfort of a system that's actually adapting well, which
is rarely comfortable. This quadrant is most likely to be mistaken for System Strain and “fixed” prematurely,

which is its own kind of harm. Sometimes tension isn't the problem. Pretending itisn't there is.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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AFS CASEBOOK CASE 033

1. THE CALM 2. THE QUESTION

STATUS REVIEW
@ Priorities aligned

WHERE THE TENSION WENT

Marsl overrides 21
Pty g ety
After-hours coscdination  +7 T
Crossdeam chase-vps 419 T

REALITY

THE EXECUTIVE THE GUIDE

o wants alignment to o asks where pressure goes. ) o heasion resppuars o
stay visible. .Ni (cep ek
= o nofices hidden sheain. o late coordination
. health
> A ke e clont i becomes normal.
B\« reduces visible moise. , ) answer, 2 priority churn never
L :

Case 033

FIELD NOTE — Do not remove all tension. First ask whether the tension is exposing misfit or producing adaptation.
The same discomfort can require opposite interventions.

Hidden Misfit

This is the dangerous one — low visible strain, but the fit is actually gone. Everything looks calm because the
people affected have stopped signalling, usually because signalling stopped producing any response worth
the effort. It doesn't send a save-the-date. It just quietly accumulates behind a process that looks, from the

front, entirely stable.

An area can look genuinely broken and, at the same time, not actually be failing at anything, because nothing
was ever asked of it that could fail. Nothing here is broken. Nothing here works, either. Both statements can

be true at once, and the room usually only clocks the first one.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 028

1. THE CLAIM

2. THE QUESTION

PROCESS REVIEW

[ process is stable
ek

What are pecple
doing around the

CoPY / PASTE

E-E]

OFFICIAL FLOW

= i B O
=AY

|

UNOFFICIAL COMPENSATIONS

of escalation.

appears.

THE EXECUTIVE

o seeks assurance that
the process is stable.

o trusts the absence

o is willing fo notice
when hidden effort

Hidden Misfit doesn’t send a save-the-date. 07 A‘.
THE GUIDE THE TEAM REALITY
o asks one short question. o keeps work moving o appears through manual
hrotices bahati through unofficial fixes. checks, re-entry, side
T 3 i lists, and follow-up.
aend Wi e, absorbs strain vp.
without drama. o reveals drift before

o lets the evidence

formal failure.
surface.

o compensates for gaps

the process does not o speaks through
show. behaviour, not
declarations.

FIELD NOTE — Silence is ambiguous. It can mean flow, resignation, invisibility, or successful workaround. Ask

Case 028

what happened the last two times people raised the strain.

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 010

1. THE STATUS

€

2. THE WORKAROUND

No major issues,
We're stabl

le. (
O

We still move And that's
half of it by hand normal?

3. THE STRAIN

14

DAYS

AORAGE T | st atouest

#7424 9d
#7425 8d

and 27 more

REGUEST QUEVE.

Nothing actually fails. ) | 47421 184
It just takes forever. #7422 154
B #7423 124

THE EXECUTIVE

visible disruption.

d - Wants relsbility and no

= Assumes that i nothing has
\  failed, the system is working.

THE GUIDE
= Notices the gop between

official stabus and bved ek, g’
= Questions the normality Ox

PUL) o comptin Ry 1

And a structure can hold this quadrant for a very long time before anyone notices, mostly because the org

Case 010

chart it's drawn on has no mechanism for noticing anything.
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Stable Flow

This is the quadrant everyone wants to believe they're in, and the one the Governing Law should make you

Adaptive Ways | adaptiveways.site

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 007

1 THE STRUCTURE

R.;,m.ul.e..s
are d..,

2. THE QUESTION

ﬂo\v does it
uhnlly maove?

4. THE REVEAL

THE CHART (tidy)

@-.Q

The org chart doesnt know it's wrong yet.

THE EXECUTIVE

* Believes structure
drives performance.

+ Open to evidence
that disproves it.

+ Designs clarity on paper.

THE GUIDE

« Asks one simple
question first.

+ Makes the invisible
visible.

+ Holps connect design [ |} )
to realty.

THE TEAM
* Do the real work.
+ Bridge gaps across

functions.
« Feel the delays
every day.

REALITY

* Work crosses functions.
* Handoffs create queues.
+ Delay compounds.

* Customers wait.

+ Strain accumulates.

Case 007

suspicious of by default — not because Stable Flow doesn't exist, but because claiming it without evidence is

exactly the presumption AFS was built to catch. Real Stable Flow has been checked. Claimed Stable Flow
that hasn't been checked is usually Hidden Misfit wearing a nicer outfit, standing in front of a map that was

accurate the last time anyone updated it.

AFS CASEBOOK

CASE 013

1. THE MAP

2. THE QUESTION

When was

4. THE REVEAL

’ 5
Strain
Frictn

The map says Stable Flow. The map is old.

THE EXECUTIVE

= Uses the last accepted
reading a3 carrent truth.

= Wanks reassrance that
3 onca-stable area
remains stable.

|

THE GUIDE
= Netices that the offical
map has ot kapt pace
with the work.

= Asks when the reading as
last refreshed.

THE TEAM

|\ = Knows the curret fiow ne
Tonger matches the old map.

REALITY

= Changes fater than the
represantation of it

- Shows drift through queses,
exceptions, mamal checks,
and revack.

Case 013
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Sometimes the map has simply gone stale, and the friction underneath it has been dutifully filing its own
reports the whole time, in the form of exceptions, manual checks, and everything the official process quietly
stopped asking about.

AFS CASEBOOK CASE 015
1. THE FRICTION 2. THE QUESTION
o pocess - T v snces
[ Veusal roquests
() Missing details
T A s Bg
4 > 3 [ Policy edge cases S~ %
) Ouplicats o frad  f
3. THE SHORTCUT - 4. THE REVEAL
NEW PROCESS = kfml: - PERFORMANCE (SINCE CHANGE) WHAT WERE DEAUNG WITH
,/T\ [ Wrong acomt e Lo T e Rred s 1289
o R H_.H A Mg e 1.8 ‘ +36% Sk 471
E,_*I_)ff';;_’ - b;:,‘__“ days ‘l’ mere T Cutamer albuds 62 1
N s wow
= pla b =
e

The friction was the feedback.

REALITY
= Speaks trough exceptions,
rewerk, and cestomer

THE GUIDE THE TEAM

= Notices that the slowdown 9 - Removes the step and
oy b carying & sl “@ i oo ork suning fastr,
= Auks what the trublsime ORI - Diceers bt the st

step is achually catching. ‘ ' | )| || friction had been surfacing

problematic cases.

Case 015

A shortillustration, from a banking context | worked in some years back, without naming names or getting
more specific than the point requires. A regional operations team had, by every visible measure, gone quiet —
few escalations, stable throughput, no complaints reaching leadership. Read at face value, that's Stable
Flow. Read through the FVI Lens, the Validation aperture told a different story: nobody could point to evidence
for why things were calm, only the absence of noise. A short round of structured conversations placed the
team firmly in Hidden Misfit — a workaround from a prior system migration had become permanent,
unofficial, and increasingly brittle, and the team had simply stopped reporting the strain because two
previous attempts to raise it had gone nowhere. The friction hadn't disappeared. It had gone underground,

which is worse.

The honest limitation of the Map: quadrants are diagnostic categories, not fixed addresses. Ateam can bein
Adaptive Tension on one dimension of their work and Hidden Misfit on another, simultaneously, and the Map
doesn't stop you from oversimplifying into a single quadrant label the way it warns you against oversimplifying

fitness into a single RAG status.

That's the operating architecture of AFS, start to finish — the Governing Law down through the instruments
that keep it honest in practice. What's left is the harder question, and the one this whole book owes you by its

own logic: does AFS hold up to its own law. That's the close.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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Lineage, Boundaries, and Debt

AFS did not emerge from an intellectual vacuum. It sits in a lineage that includes systems thinking,
cybernetics, organisational learning, requisite variety, sensemaking, evidence-based management, dynamic
capabilities, and Fit for Purpose. Its contribution is not the invention of adaptation, validation, or fit. It is the
configuration of these concerns around one governing discipline: a claim of organisational fitness must
remain open to disconfirmation.

That lineage also imposes boundaries. AFS is not a substitute for domain expertise, strategy, ethics, technical
design, or political judgement. It does not tell an organisation what purpose to choose. It cannot make weak
evidence strong, remove conflicts of interest, or guarantee that people with authority will act on what they
learn.

Its current evidence base is primarily practitioner experience and repeated pattern recognition.
That is enough to justify inquiry and application; it is not enough to claim universal validity or
causal proof. The next stage of the work must include documented applications,
counterexamples, comparison with ordinary review practices, and clearer boundary conditions.

What Would Prove AFS Unfit?

AFS should be revised, narrowed, or abandoned where credible evidence shows any of the following:
e |t produces no better questions or decisions than an ordinary well-run review.

¢ Practitioners cannot distinguish its core concepts reliably when examining the same situation.

e The Four Questions add ceremony but do not change evidence, action, or accountability.

* The vocabulary encourages delay, abstraction, or diagnostic theatre rather than intervention.

e Organisations repeatedly use AFS to legitimise decisions already made.

e [ts diagnoses do not transfer beyond the settings in which the approach was developed.

e [ts use creates more interpretive complexity than practical clarity.

These are not rhetorical risks. They are a provisional test programme for the approach itself.

© Mario Aiello | Adaptive Ways
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Closing — The AFS Paradox

Somewhere around the third or fourth time | presented this material, a participant asked a question I'd been
quietly hoping nobody would ask, mostly because | didn't yet have a good answer. She said: you've built an
approach whose entire premise is that fitness must be proven and not presumed. How do you know AFS is fit?
Isn't that exactly the claim you're not allowed to make about yourself without proving it?

She was right, and the honest answer took me longer to arrive at than I'd like to admit. The comfortable move
would have been to treat AFS as the instrument and everything else as the thing being measured — the Lens
doesn't need its own lens, the argument goes, the same way a ruler doesn't need to measure itself. But that
argument only works if AFS is a neutral measuring tool, and it isn't. It's a designed thing, built by a person, in
specific contexts, with specific blind spots, and it makes the same claim on its own behalf that it makes on
everyone else's: that fit is not a status you earn once, it's a condition you keep having to demonstrate. There is
no exemption clause in the Governing Law that reads “except for the law itself.”

So here is the paradox stated plainly, because stating it plainly is the entire point: an approach built to detect
presumed fitness must itself avoid presuming its own fithess, and it cannot simply declare that it has passed
this test, because declaring it would be the exact failure mode it exists to prevent. AFS has to be willing,
continuously, to ask of itself the same four questions it asks of everything else. Fit for what, exactly, and has
that “what” drifted since the approach was built. By whom is it actually usable, and is that still the same
population it was designed for. How is it actually practiced, in the room, versus how it's described in a book
like this one. Until when does this version of AFS remain the right one, and what would tell us it's expired.

I do not have final answers to those questions. What | have is a practice of asking them, a growing body of
cases, and a responsibility to document where the approach changes decisions—and where it does not.
Reciting the Governing Law is not evidence that the Law is being practised. | have seen that failure in others
and in myself.

Thatis not a triumphant ending. It is a more useful one. AFS remains a practitioner hypothesis with a
disciplined way of examining itself. Its future value will depend less on how coherent it looks in this book than
on whether people can use it to expose a weak claim, improve a decision, and notice when the approach
itself has become part of the theatre.

The Executive would like a tidier finish. The Guide would ask one more short question and let the silence do
the rest. The Team is already back at their desks, quietly keeping the whole thing running regardless of how
this chapter ends. And Reality — Reality was never going to RSVP to a closing chapter either. It'll be back

Monday, same as always, with its own minutes.

Fitness is proven, not presumed — including this sentence, including this book, including whatever certainty

you're feeling about all of it right now, on this page, which will need checking again before too long.
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Casebook Index

All forty-five cases in numerical order. The “Illustrates” column names the practical concept or question each

case is best suited to examine.

Case IWlustrates Caption

000 Governing Law Fitness is proven, not presumed.

001 Governing Law Reality doesn't attend announcement meetings.

002 FVI Lens — Fitness The dashboard wasn't lying.

003 FVI Lens — Intelligence The signal arrived first.

004 From Questions to Design Methods don't produce evidence.

005 Fitness Sequence — Improvement Improvement starts where certainty ends.

006 Four Questions — What Fit for what, nobody asked.

007 Friction-Fitness Map — Hidden Misfit The org chart doesn't know it's wrong yet.

008 Governing Law Presumed fitness has excellent posture.

009 Fitness Sequence — Context Context changed. The plan didn't get the memo.

010 Friction-Fitness Map — Hidden Misfit Nothing here is broken. Nothing here works, either.

011 Fitness Sequence — Execution Execution is where the story stops being polite.

012 Fitness Sequence — Improvement Improvementisn't a phase. It's an admission.

013 Friction-Fitness Map — Stable Flow The map says Stable Flow. The map is old.

014 From Questions to Design Nobody validated it. Everybody nodded.

015 Friction-Fitness Map — System Strain The friction was the feedback.

016 Four Questions — Until When Whoever asked “until when” left the meeting early.

017 Evidence to Action The system adapted. The org chart didn't notice.

018 Four Questions — How Certainty is just untested confidence.

019 Eyidencg ARG — R The dial moved. Nobody was watching the dial.
Signal Field

020 Four Questions — By Whom / How Alignment is easy when nobody checks.

021 FVI Lens — Fitness The lens doesn't flatter anyone.

022 From Questions to Design That worked once. Once isn't a method.

023 FVI Lens — Validation Reality kept its own minutes.

024 Fitness Sequence — Purpose The workflow was fine. The purpose had already left the building.

025 Four Questions — How Requisite variety doesn't RSVP.

026 Four Questions — By Whom Fit for whom wasn't on the agenda.

027 Evidence to Action How you got here isn't why you're staying.

028 Friction-Fitness Map — Hidden Misfit Hidden Misfit doesn't send a save-the-date.

029 FVI Lens — Intelligence Intelligence arrived. Nobody opened the door.

030 Eyidencg to Action — Adaptive The compass pointed somewhere. The room kept walking the old way.
Signal Field
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Case Illustrates Caption

031 Evidence to Action — Action The engine was running. The org chart assumed it was idling.

032 Governing Law Everyone's working harder. Nothing's getting fitter.

033 Friction-Fitness Map — Adaptive Tension Tension isn't the problem. Pretending itisn't there is.

034 From Questions to Design Validation doesn't care who presented.

035 FVI Lens — Validation Confidence isn't evidence with better slides.

036 Four Questions — By Whom By whom was assumed. By whom was wrong.

037 Eyidencg i Al — e The compass was right. The org kept consulting the old map.
Signal Field

038 Governing Law The org asked reality to wait its turn.

039 Four Questions — Until When Nobody asked how long this was supposed to work.

040 Fitness Sequence — Execution The plan was fit for the meeting. Nothing else.

041 FVI Lens — Validation The data agreed with itself. Nothing else did.

042 Evidence to Action — Action Something's adjusting. Nobody signed off on it.

043 Friction-Fitness Map — System Strain The strain was always the message.

044 FVI Lens — Intelligence Intelligence without validation is just an opinion with a chart.
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