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Solo refers to the unit of accountability — not to the reach of what 
gets built. 

 

Every significant decision belongs to one person: one mind that holds the full picture, one voice that 
owns the commitment, one record that stays private regardless of who else is involved. That is what 
“Solo” means here. Not working alone. Accountable alone. 

The architecture that person builds does not stay solo. The Decision Tree they produce — rooted in a 
North Star, running through a verified chain from Expected Impact down to executable tasks — is 
designed to connect. Sub-decisions branch from it. Other people’s architectures can interlock with it. At 
the organizational layer, multiple Solo Decision Architectures combine into the Business Decision 
Architecture, where individual commitments become collective strategy. 

The SDA is the foundational unit of that system. A solo instrument in a larger composition — its part 
fully its own, its execution individual and accountable, its output designed to fit precisely into something 
larger. 

This means the SDA is not a tool for people who work alone. It is the tool for anyone who 
needs to think clearly, commit honestly, and build something that holds — whether they 

are the only person in the room or one of a thousand. 

 

The Decision Architect stands at the Translation Point: taking the abstract Directive of the mind and forging it 
into the concrete Instruction for the world. The Expected Impact is where that translation is completed — the 
moment the private Desired Future becomes the public commitment the architecture is built to serve. 

Read this first — four minutes. 
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Come back to this document when you want to understand why. This is a methodology 
specification, not a practitioner guide. The AI handles the practitioner experience. This document 

handles the design rationale. 

 

What this framework is: 
A structured process for making decisions you will actually own. Not a method for making better 
predictions. Not a scoring matrix for comparing options. A way of building an architecture — a 
verified chain from where you are to where you are going — so that when you commit, you 
know exactly what you are committing to and why. 
What it does not do: 
It does not tell you what to decide. It does not eliminate uncertainty. It does not guarantee a 
good outcome. It ensures that whatever you decide has been genuinely chosen — with full 
awareness of what it costs, what it requires, and what it produces. 
How it works — two entry points:  If you know what you want: You capture it unfiltered, 
before analysis. The framework confronts that with reality, maps the distance between 
them, and builds the architecture backward from your destination. You commit with the 
Gamble named and a verified chain behind you.  If you do not yet know what you want: 
The framework guides you there. The three opening questions — desired future, current 
state, timing — are discovery questions as much as capture questions. The Mirror and 
the Gap Map surface what you actually want by showing you what you said and what it 
implies. The destination emerges through the process, not before it. 
You capture what you actually want — unfiltered, before analysis. The framework confronts that 
with reality and maps the distance between them. You commit to a specific path with the 
Gamble named explicitly, the alternatives set aside consciously, and a verified chain 
connecting your commitment to your destination. 
One design limit you should know before you begin: 
The Evolve phase — the part that monitors your commitment after you make it and re-enters 
the process when conditions change — requires software to work as designed. Without it, you 
are responsible for checking in manually. This framework produces a one-session architecture. 
Maintenance is your job until the platform exists. 

 

 

Development History 
v1.0 — March 2026. First standalone publication of the Solo Decision Architecture as an 
independent framework document authored by Monica Hernandez. This version establishes the 
SDA as a named independent methodology with Monica Hernandez as primary author, formalizes 
the Dual Lens Diagnostic Instruments as a named subsystem, introduces the Author’s Introduction, 
Field Context, AI Governance Implications, Research Agenda, and About the Author sections, and 
publishes the framework simultaneously with the Convoking4™ MVP deployment at 
convoking4.com. The SDA builds on the Business Decision Architecture framework co-authored by 
Daniel Montero and Monica Hernandez at BC-DS. Published under Creative Commons Attribution 
4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0). 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Monica Hernandez 
System Designer • PMP • Co-Founder & CTO, BC-DS 

 

Movement 1 — The Problem Observed 
I spent years at the intersection of strategy and execution watching three patterns repeat across 
organizations, industries, and transformation initiatives. I saw them in product organizations navigating 
platform pivots. I saw them in executive teams choosing between competing priorities. I saw them in 
founders deciding whether to scale or stabilize. And for a long time, I assumed they were 
communication problems. 
The first pattern: elaborate analytical frameworks built to justify a conclusion that was reached before 
the analysis began. The rigor was real. The methodology was sound. The outcome was predetermined. 
I came to call this the Performance of Rigor — the appearance of thinking carefully without actually 
doing so. 
The second pattern: the gradual filtration of reality through the layers of organizational translation. A 
practitioner’s honest assessment of a situation would enter a team meeting, a stakeholder review, a 
leadership presentation — and emerge cleaner, more confident, and less true than when it went in. Not 
through dishonesty. Through the structural pressure to make things legible, defensible, and aligned. 
The third pattern: alignment that looked genuine in the room and dissolved in execution. Not because 
people were uncommitted, but because what they had aligned to was a representation of the decision 
— a slide, a summary, a framing — rather than the decision itself. The commitment was to the artifact, 
not to the reality the artifact described. 
Over time I recognized these were not communication problems. They were structural. Structural 
problems require architecture, not advice. That recognition is where this work began. 

Movement 2 — The Individual-Level Gap 
The Business Decision Architecture — the organizational framework Daniel Montero and I co-authored 
at BC-DS — addresses these patterns at the organizational level. It provides governance architecture 
for how organizations make genuine decisions rather than perform them: structured temporal 
coordinates, second-order impact assessment, execution hypothesis validation. 
But as I applied the BDA in practice, I observed something it could not reach. Before distortion enters 
group processes, it forms inside one person’s thinking. The moment an individual frames a decision — 
before they bring it to any meeting, any team, any AI tool — that framing is already shaped by what 
they want to be true rather than what is true. 
The organizational framework assumes a practitioner arriving with examined thinking. What I observed 
is that examined thinking is rare precisely because no existing methodology governs the moment 
before examination begins. The individual sits alone with a decision that matters and a mind already in 
motion. The frame is forming. No framework was governing that moment. 
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The SDA was developed to govern exactly that moment — the individual’s thinking before 
it enters any system, organizational or artificial. This is not a simplification of the BDA. It is 
its necessary precondition. 

 
The translation from organizational to individual altitude required developing instruments not present in 
the BDA: the Raw Thinking capture protocol, the Stage 1/Stage 2 AI boundary, the Dual Lens 
Diagnostic Instruments, and the Expected Impact node as translation point between private 
commitment and public architecture. While built on established cognitive principles, the structural 
integration of these instruments into a governed human–AI protocol is an original contribution to the 
methodology — developed and validated through my professional practice. 

Movement 3 — Why This Moment Specifically 
The arrival of AI tools changed the urgency of this problem. 
AI tools are now present at the exact moment individual framing forms. They are fast, coherent, and 
responsive. They produce well-structured reasoning on demand. And they amplify whatever frame the 
practitioner brings — making it more articulate, better justified, and harder to challenge — faster than 
any human advisor could. 
If the practitioner’s frame is unexamined when they bring it to an AI tool, the AI does not challenge it. It 
extends it. The result is not a decision the practitioner made with AI assistance. It is a decision AI 
helped form before the practitioner knew what they were forming. The Performance of Rigor becomes 
the Performance of Intelligence: more convincing, more detailed, and equally hollow. 
The SDA’s Stage 1/Stage 2 AI boundary is a direct structural response to this problem. Stage 1 is 
human-only: no AI participates in Raw Thinking capture. This is not a preference or a caution — it is a 
structural rule. The AI cannot enter until the practitioner’s authentic thinking is fully expressed and 
locked. Stage 2 introduces AI as a transformative instrument working on verified human-produced 
material. Every output the AI produces must be traceable to something the practitioner expressed. The 
boundary is the methodology’s most important design decision, and it was designed specifically in 
response to AI’s participation in the generative moment. 
This is not a feature. It is the reason the methodology was designed the way it was. 

Version 1.0 — What This Document Is 
This is the first standalone publication of the Solo Decision Architecture, authored by Monica 
Hernandez. It builds on the Business Decision Architecture framework co-authored by Daniel 
Montero and Monica Hernandez at BC-DS, and is validated through professional practice in 
product management and digital transformation. It is published under Creative Commons 
Attribution 4.0 International License as part of BC-DS’s commitment to an open decision 
architecture discipline. 

 

ABOUT THIS FRAMEWORK 
 
The Solo Decision Architecture is the individual-level operationalization of the Business Decision 
Architecture (BDA), an organizational decision governance framework co-authored by Daniel Montero 
and Monica Hernandez at BC-DS — Business Consultants for Digital Solutions, LLC. The BDA 
establishes the structural conditions under which organizations make genuine decisions rather than 
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perform them. It provides the organizational-layer architecture that the SDA is built to serve at the 
individual level. 

The SDA was developed by Monica Hernandez to address what the organizational framework could not 
reach — the individual decision-maker’s thinking before it enters any group process or AI system. The 
translation from organizational to individual altitude required developing new instruments not present in 
the BDA: the Raw Thinking capture protocol, which governs the capture of unfiltered thinking before 
any analytical tool participates; the Stage 1/Stage 2 AI boundary, which structurally separates human 
generative thinking from AI participation; the Dual Lens Diagnostic Instruments, which operationalize 
the BDA’s validation matrix logic at the individual level; and the Expected Impact node as the 
translation point between private commitment and public architecture. 

The framework was validated through Monica Hernandez’s professional practice across product 
management, digital transformation, and organizational strategy engagements in the United States and 
Latin America. The practitioner cases in this document reflect real decision situations encountered 
through that practice. The three decision archetypes — the Opportunity Chaser, the Risk Mitigator, and 
the Optimizer — were identified through recurring patterns across those engagements. 

The SDA is published under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License as part of BC-DS’s 
commitment to an open decision architecture discipline. Any practitioner, organization, or institution 
may use, adapt, and build on this framework without license or cost. The methodology is designed to 
propagate through practitioners, not to be gatekept by a single organization. The free implementation 
tool at convoking4.com delivers this commitment at the product level. 

 

FIELD CONTEXT AND NATIONAL IMPORTANCE 
 

The Problem at Scale 
Product managers, founders, executives, and organizational leaders make consequential irreversible 
decisions daily. In 2026, the majority of those decisions are made with AI participation. The specific 
problem the SDA addresses — AI participation in individual thinking before authentic expression is 
complete — affects every knowledge worker using AI tools in professional decision-making. That is not 
a niche problem. It is the defining challenge of professional judgment in the AI era. 

The United States has more knowledge workers using AI tools in professional decision contexts than 
any economy in the world, and the adoption rate is accelerating. The governance gap at the individual 
level — the absence of a structural protocol for protecting authentic human judgment at the exact 
moment AI tools participate in it — is a national-scale gap. 

The Gap in Existing Practice 
Organizational decision frameworks address group processes, governance structures, and institutional 
alignment. Individual decision tools address option comparison, risk scoring, and analytical rigor. No 
existing methodology governs the boundary between human generative thinking and AI participation at 
the individual level. 
The SDA is the first methodology to define that boundary structurally and provide practitioners with 
diagnostic instruments that test whether their thinking is genuinely their own or has been shaped by AI 
participation before it was fully formed. The Stage 1/Stage 2 separation is not a workflow suggestion. It 
is a governance architecture for the generative moment — the moment before a decision enters any 
system, team, or organizational process. 
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The Open Discipline Response 
Because the problem is national in scale and the methodology is designed to propagate freely, the SDA 
is published as an open discipline document under CC BY 4.0. This design choice reflects a deliberate 
commitment to national benefit: the methodology is available to any American practitioner without 
institutional affiliation, organizational subscription, or professional credential. 
The free MVP tool at convoking4.com implements this commitment at the product level. Any knowledge 
worker facing a consequential decision can access the full SDA session architecture without cost or 
registration. The open design is not a commercial strategy. It is a disciplinary commitment to making 
practitioner-grade AI governance accessible at scale. 

 

PART 1 — WHY THIS FRAMEWORK EXISTS 
 
Most decision-making tools begin with analysis before the person has clearly stated what they want. 
They present structure before the person has finished thinking. 

The result is often a structured plan that still rests on unexamined preferences — what this framework 
calls the Performance of Rigor — the appearance of thinking carefully without actually doing so. Its 
opposite is equally dangerous: the Speed to Illusion — confident motion toward a destination that was 
never made specific enough to know whether you arrived. 

 

The two failure modes this framework is built to prevent: 
Failure Mode 1 — The Performance of Rigor: The Mechanism enters before the 
Narrative is fully captured. The analytical brain edits the desire before it is documented. 
The plan is elaborate. The analysis is thorough. The process was followed. And the 
destination was never verified — because it was generated by a desire the analytical mind 
protected rather than examined. It produces decisions that are coherent, well-defended, 
and wrong. 
Failure Mode 2 — Speed to Illusion: The Narrative is captured but never becomes a 
Mechanism. The desire is expressed, felt, and acted on — but never translated into a 
verifiable, specific, falsifiable form. Confident motion toward a destination that was never 
defined precisely enough to know whether you arrived. It produces activity that feels 
decisive and looks purposeful but cannot be evaluated, corrected, or completed — 
because no one ever specified what completion would look like. 
The framework’s two-stage capture — Raw Thinking first, Verified Reality second — prevents 
both structurally. Raw Thinking captured before analysis prevents the Performance of Rigor: 
the Mechanism cannot enter before the Narrative because it does not exist yet. Verified Reality 
derived after prevents Speed to Illusion: the Narrative cannot remain a Narrative — every 
element must become specific and falsifiable before the architecture begins. 
Every rule that seems excessive exists because one of these two failure modes is the 
default behavior of a capable mind under pressure. The architecture fights both 
structurally so the practitioner does not have to fight either consciously. 

 
This framework is designed differently. 

It is built on a single observation from behavioral science: the human mind operates in two distinct 
modes simultaneously. The first is fast, instinctive, and uncensored — it knows what you want before 
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your analytical brain has had a chance to negotiate it down. The second is slow, deliberate, and 
structured — it knows how to test, challenge, and evaluate once it has honest raw material to work with. 

Most frameworks accidentally suppress the first mode before it has spoken. This one captures it first — 
completely, without interruption, and without judgment. What that first mode produces is your Raw 
Thinking — the unfiltered truth of what you want, where you are, and how urgently you feel the 
distance between the two. Only after your Raw Thinking has been fully heard does the framework 
engage the analytical mind to do what it is actually built for. 

The integration of both — the instinctive and the analytical, each given its full moment in the right 
sequence — is the Clear-Eyed Decision. The state from which genuine decisions are made. 

Note: The concept of integrating instinctive and analytical thinking draws on Daniel Kahneman’s 
System 1 / System 2 framework. The term “Clear-Eyed Decision” is specific to this framework — 
describing the state in which both modes are fully present at the Final Commitment. 
 
 

The Dual Lens Principle 
The Dual Lens is not a choice between two perspectives. It is the deliberate act of holding two 
perspectives simultaneously — not to find which one is right, but to see what neither can show alone. 
Its two directions — Forecasting (present → future) and Backcasting (future → present) — draw on 
established principles in strategic planning and futures studies, integrated here into a governed 
individual decision protocol. 

The mind naturally prefers to resolve tension quickly. Under pressure, a complex situation gets forced 
into a binary: win or lose, stay or go, logic or instinct. This feels decisive. It is not. It is the premature 
collapse of possibilities into a comfortable illusion of clarity — a choice made before the full territory has 
been seen. The Dual Lens refuses this collapse. 

The dual lens operates differently. It treats every significant tension in a decision as a both/and rather 
than an either/or: 

● The current state and the desired future are both simultaneously true. The distance between 
them is where the decision lives. 

● Instinct and analysis are both necessary. Sequenced deliberately so neither suppresses the 
other. 

● Bias and evidence both carry real information. Bias made visible and managed — not 
eliminated — so both contribute honestly. 

● Change and staying are both legitimate outcomes. The framework has no preference for one 
over the other. 

● Certainty and the unknown are both always present at the moment of commitment. The decision 
is made with both eyes open. 

 
Moving from either/or to both/and is not a philosophical preference. It is a structural requirement for 
seeing a decision honestly. Here is what both/and actually means in practice: 

Either/Or thinking collapses a situation into two options and demands a winner. It feels 
efficient. It produces decisions that are fast, clean, and often wrong — because real 
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situations almost never have only two options, and the options almost never fully exclude 
each other. 
Both/And thinking refuses to collapse the situation until the full territory is visible. It holds 
two truths simultaneously — not to compromise between them, not to split the difference, 
but to see what neither reveals alone. The desired future is real. The current state is real. 
The distance between them is where the decision actually lives. 
Both/And is not about finding balance or being fair to both sides. It is about refusing to decide 
before you can see. The moment you collapse to either/or, you stop seeing the territory and 
start defending a position. 

 
In practice, both/and shows up in four specific places in the framework: 

Desired future and current state — both simultaneously true. The distance between 
them is not a problem to eliminate. It is the territory to map. 
Instinct and analysis — both necessary. Sequenced deliberately so neither suppresses 
the other. Instinct captured first, analysis applied second. 
Bias and evidence — both carry real information. Bias made visible and managed, not 
eliminated. Evidence examined honestly, not used to rationalize what was already decided. 
What is known and what is not known — both present at the moment of commitment. 
The decision is made with full awareness of the Gamble — the unresolved tension 
consciously held, not hidden. 

 

Everything Is Context-Dependent 
What is right today may be wrong tomorrow if the environment, the people, or the resources change. 
The framework builds this recognition into its design — through a North Star that can be honestly 
adjusted, through an Evolve phase that treats every decision as one adaptation in a living system, and 
through a methodology that produces no universal answers because it knows none exist. 

There Are Only Trade-offs — Not Perfect Solutions 
Every option in the territory map carries something the others do not and costs something the others 
avoid. The Gamble — The Unknown is not a failure of the analysis. It is the honest acknowledgment 
that every commitment is made in the presence of unresolved tension — consciously held, not hidden. 

Tolerance for Ambiguity Is the Goal 
Not the elimination of uncertainty through more analysis — but the capacity to commit from the most 
honest picture available, with full awareness of what is known, what is not known, and what is being 
chosen despite both. That capacity is the Clear-Eyed Decision. It is what this framework is designed to 
produce. 

 
 

The Individual and the Cascade of Distortion 
These three recognitions — context-dependence, trade-offs, and tolerance for ambiguity — are also the 
individual-level response to what the Business Decision Architecture framework calls the Cascade of 
Distortion (in earlier SDA versions, this was named the How Bias Compounds — the same 
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mechanism described at the organizational layer): the compounding of decision error that begins 
when System 1 generates a reactive frame before deliberation starts, is amplified when AI extends 
rather than challenges that frame, and is entrenched when each subsequent human-AI cycle locks it 
further in place. 

The Cascade of Distortion is the organizational manifestation of the same failure this framework 
prevents at the individual level. The Raw Thinking capture, the AI Sycophancy boundary (the rule that 
the AI may not generate content the person has not already expressed — it validates and challenges, 
never fabricates or flatters), and the both/and design of the dual lens are the individual-level structural 
conditions that interrupt the cascade before it begins — before a person’s unexamined System 1 frame 
enters any group process, organizational AI system, or collective decision architecture. 

A person who has moved through this framework honestly arrives at any organizational decision 
process with their Raw Thinking examined rather than hidden, their bias visible rather than invisible, 
and their commitment owned rather than performed. That is the individual precondition the 
organizational architecture requires. 

 
 

The Binary Illusion 
People often simplify complex decisions into either/or choices because it feels easier. The Dual Lens 
approach holds both sides of the situation at the same time so the real trade-offs become visible. 

The Dual Lens refuses the binary. It does not force a choice between two sides, nor does it produce a 
watered-down compromise. It holds both perspectives simultaneously to see the territory neither can 
show alone. The shift is from Either/Or to Both/And — not as a philosophical preference but as a 
structural requirement for honest decision-making. 

The Binary Illusion: 
“If I automate this process, we succeed. If I don’t, we fail.” 
The Dual Lens Reality: 
“If I automate this process, we gain speed — but my team loses their sense of craft and I 
alienate my senior staff. Both are true simultaneously. Am I willing to carry that cost?” 
The first framing demands a winner. The second framing produces a conscious choice. 

 
When the Dual Lens is applied to a false binary, the output is not a shade of gray. It is a Trade-off and a 
Gamble — what you gain, what you lose, and what you carry despite. The SDA applies this lens at 
every critical point in the process: System 1 and System 2 sequenced deliberately, the desired future 
and the current state held simultaneously, what is chosen and what is set aside named explicitly. 

 

What the Dual Lens Does: Four Functions 
The Dual Lens principle operates across the entire session. At every critical juncture, it performs four 
distinct functions: 

What the Dual Lens 
prevents 

What it sustains What it honors What it forces 

Prevents premature 
collapse  Stops the 

Sustains opposing 
truths  Holds the 

Honors both instinct 
and logic  Captures the 

Forces ownership at 
commitment  When the 
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mind from forcing a 
binary choice before 
the full territory is 
visible. The decision 
stays open until there 
is enough to see. 

desired future and the 
current reality 
simultaneously. 
Neither cancels the 
other. The distance 
between them is the 
work. 

Narrative before 
analysis can edit it. 
Translates it into a 
Mechanism without 
discarding what the 
instinct revealed. 

decision closes, the Gamble 
is named explicitly. Every 
commitment is made in the 
presence of unresolved 
tension — consciously held, 
not hidden. 

 

 

The Governing State: Wise Mind 

The Wise Mind is not a trait you have. It is a state you enter. 
It is the real-time cognitive condition in which a person simultaneously exercises judgment, applies 
structure, follows process, and accepts the Gamble. Three things are true at once: the person sees 
their own thinking from the outside, holds the desired future and the current reality simultaneously 
without collapsing either into the other, and commits to a path with full awareness of what is being 

carried. That is the state. The decision that emerges from it is owned because the state that 
produced it was honest. 

 
Every significant decision involves a tension between what you feel and what you can verify — between 
the Narrative and the Mechanism. The architecture is designed to sequence these correctly so neither 
suppresses the other. But sequencing alone is not enough. At the moment of commitment, the person 
must be in a state capable of holding both simultaneously and choosing anyway. That state is the Wise 
Mind. 

Wisdom is the accumulated library — experience, pattern recognition, ethical framework, 
built over time. It is what you know. 
The Wise Mind is the active state of drawing on that library under pressure. Not a 
permanent condition. A state entered deliberately, sustained by structure, supported by a 
governed process. 

 

Three Cognitive Shifts 
When a person enters the Wise Mind, three shifts occur. Each has a natural blocker that the 
architecture is specifically designed to remove. 

Shift What blocks it How the architecture removes 
the block 

Strategic Detachment — 
Recognizing that bias is not an 
error to remove but information 
to make visible and manage. 
Allowing both lived experience 
and evidence to contribute 
honestly without either 
suppressing the other. 

Ego investment in the 
outcome. The person needs 
to be right more than they 
need to see clearly. 

The Mirror and Reality Check 
surface the bias before it shapes 
the analysis. The person sees 
their own thinking from the 
outside first. 

Dual Lens — Treating every 
significant tension as both/and 

The Binary Illusion. The mind 
collapses the tension into a 

The Two-Way Gap Check and 
the Gap Map hold both directions 
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rather than either/or. Holding the 
desired future and the current 
reality simultaneously to see the 
territory neither can show alone. 

forced choice because 
ambiguity is cognitively 
expensive. 

at the same time. The framework 
refuses the binary structurally. 

Accepting the Gamble — 
Committing to a path with full 
awareness of what is known, 
what is not known, and what is 
being chosen despite both. Not a 
failure of analysis — the 
conscious acceptance of trade-
offs. 

The search for certainty. The 
person delays commitment 
waiting for information that 
will never arrive. 

The Honest Questions and Final 
Check force the person to name 
the Gamble explicitly. 
Commitment requires naming 
what is being carried, not 
eliminating it. 

 

Killing the Heroic Exception 
Historically, people have relied on what might be called the Heroic Exception — the assumption that a 
person will achieve profound clarity through sheer willpower: staying up all night, pushing through 
exhaustion, relying on a burst of adrenaline to make the right call. In organizations this appears as Hero 
Culture and Firefighting. In solo operators it appears as the Founder’s Trap. 

Willpower is a finite resource. Relying on it guarantees eventual decision fatigue. The architecture 
exists because the human mind cannot sustain the Wise Mind state unassisted under pressure. 

The UCADE cycle, the sequencing of Narrative before Mechanism, and the deliberate 
application of Reality Check are designed to make the Wise Mind the structural 
default — not the heroic exception. 
The architecture carries the cognitive load — forcing the backward verification, mapping the 
blind spots, confronting the Narrative with reality — so the person arrives at the moment of 
commitment in the right state to simply choose. 

 

Reference note: The term “Wise Mind” originates from Dialectical Behavior Therapy 
(DBT), developed by clinical psychologist Dr. Marsha Linehan. In DBT, the Wise Mind is 
the deep intuitive synthesis of the Emotion Mind (feelings and urges) and the Reasonable 
Mind (cold facts and logic). Within the SDA, this psychological concept is operationalized 
into a governed decision process. The Wise Mind is the psychological state from which the 
Clear-Eyed Decision emerges — the moment of integration that the architecture is 
designed to make structurally accessible rather than heroically exceptional. 

 

The Design Principle 

The Future State Enters First 
Before any analysis, before any audit of reality, before any discussion of constraints or resources or risk 
— you describe the future you want. Requirements, needs, expectations, desires, and wishes. 
Everything. Unfiltered. The framework gives your Raw Thinking a clean surface to write on before the 
analytical mind is invited into the room. 

Reality Enters Second — As a Confrontation, Not a Filter 
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Once the future state is fully captured, reality makes its case. Three foundational elements — your 
desired future, your current state, and your Tempo — form the complete foundation. Only when all 
three exist does the framework have enough to begin. The current state does not shape what you want. 
It confronts what you want — honestly and completely through Reality Check. Some elements of your 
desired future will be supported. Some will be challenged. Some will be contradicted. The Gap Map 
between where you are and where you want to be becomes visible for the first time. 

The Decision Emerges Third 
Only after both the desired future and the current reality have been fully articulated, confronted, and 
examined does the framework move toward a decision. That decision might be a bold transformation 
plan. It might be a modest course correction. It might be a deliberate and well-reasoned choice to stay 
exactly where you are. All outcomes carry equal validity. The framework has no preference for change 
over stability. Its only commitment is to the quality of the Sense-Making that produces the decision. 

 

The North Star 
Your desired future is not just the entry point of this framework. It is the gravitational center that holds 
everything else in place throughout the entire process. 

Every analysis, every question, every lens angle, every perspective — all of it is aimed at the distance 
between where you are and where you said you want to be. Nothing that does not bear on that distance 
belongs in the architecture. 

The North Star is stable enough to anchor the entire process. And it is honest enough to be adjusted — 
not because the process becomes uncomfortable, but because the examination reveals something 
truer than what your Raw Thinking could have known at the moment of first capture. The framework 
protects the North Star from being lost. It enables adjustment from truth. 

There is a precise difference between the two. Losing the North Star happens when the analysis 
becomes heavy and a smaller destination feels safer — the desired future quietly contracts under the 
pressure of confronting reality. Adjustment happens when the complete picture reveals that what you 
originally described was filtered — by fear, by learned limitation, or by not yet knowing what you 
actually wanted. One is a failure of the process. The other is evidence that it worked. 

 
 

Design Rule: The North Star Is Absent During Raw Thinking Capture 
The North Star must not be visible, referenced, or active during Raw Thinking capture. This is 
not a sequencing preference. It is a structural rule. 
If the North Star is present during capture, it functions as a filter — producing a Desired Future 
State that performs alignment rather than expressing authentic desire. The result looks 
coherent. The record shows a North Star and a Desired Future State that agree. The problem 
is that the coherence was manufactured at the moment of capture rather than verified after it. 
This is a variant of the Performance of Rigor: the practitioner’s own governing principle 
suppresses authentic desire before it is fully expressed. 
The test: After Raw Thinking is captured, run the Authenticity Test: does the Desired Future 
State read like something the practitioner actually wants, or does it read like a mission 
statement — careful, appropriate, performing alignment? If it sounds constructed rather than 
recognized, the North Star was present when it should have been absent. Re-capture Raw 
Thinking with the North Star explicitly removed from the practitioner’s awareness. 
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The SDA and the Direction of Causality 
Every conventional planning tool moves forward from the present. You assess where you are, project 
where you could go, and plan how to get there. The future is something you predict, forecast, or 
extrapolate — something extended forward from present conditions and hoped to land somewhere 
useful. 

The SDA does not predict the future. It refuses the premise. 

 
Prediction moves from cause to effect: present conditions produce future outcomes. The SDA inverts 
the causal direction. The destination is fixed first — before the path exists, before the constraints are 
mapped, before the gap between here and there is known. The architecture then works backward from 
that commitment to the present, asking at every step: what must be true for this to be possible? 

This is not forecasting. It is Backcasting — reverse-engineering a path from a committed 
destination rather than extrapolating from present conditions. 

The difference is not methodological preference. It is structural. A forecast is only as reliable as the 
present conditions it extrapolates from. A backcasted architecture is anchored to a destination that 
does not change when conditions shift — because the destination was chosen before conditions had a 
chance to limit it. Reality enters second, as a confrontation with the commitment already made. Not as 
the source of it. 

This is why the Desired Future is captured before the Current State. 
Not as a sequence preference. As a causality rule. If the present enters first, it becomes the 
ceiling of what the future is allowed to be. If the destination enters first, the present becomes 
territory to be navigated — honest, fully mapped, and subordinate to where the architecture is 
pointed. 

 
The SDA does not help practitioners predict where they will end up. It helps them decide where they 
are going — and then build the structure that makes getting there possible. 

Strategic Triage: Cope, Adapt, Transform 
Before a session begins, the practitioner must calibrate the magnitude of the decision. The same 
architecture serves all three levels — but the destination looks different at each level, the chain length 
differs, and the psychological friction differs. Misreading the level produces two specific and costly 
errors. 

The Overreaction — transforming when adaptation was sufficient. A bad quarter triggers a 
full product pivot, destroying morale and confusing customers, when a better process was 
all that was needed. 
The Underreaction — coping when transformation was required. A fundamental 
technological disruption is met with cost-cutting and incremental adjustment, when the 
business model itself had become obsolete. 
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Three levels. Each one anchors to a destination and backcasts from it. What differs is the nature of the 
destination, the length of the chain, and the degree of psychological friction the Raw Thinking capture 
will surface. 

 COPE ADAPT TRANSFORM 

Definition Surviving an immediate 
shock by absorbing it and 
returning to the baseline 
without fundamentally 
changing the underlying 
system. 

Incremental adjustment to 
better operate in a shifting 
reality. Core identity and 
North Star remain 
unchanged. 

Fundamental reinvention. The 
environment has shifted so 
radically that the existing 
destination is no longer viable. A 
new destination must be built 
from the ground up. 

The friction Temporary. The rules of the 
environment have not 
permanently changed. This 
is a pothole, not a new road. 

Persistent but navigable. 
The environment is shifting. 
The direction remains valid. 
The path needs 
recalibration. 

Permanent. The old destination 
and the assumptions beneath it 
are no longer viable. The North 
Star may also need to be re-
examined. 

The 
destination 

Stabilization. Return to 
baseline. The backcast 
chain is short — near-term 
milestones, constrained 
scope. 

An improved or repositioned 
state. The backcast chain is 
standard length — full RCA 
architecture. 

A fundamentally new reality. The 
backcast chain is the longest and 
most uncertain. The destination 
itself may require refinement 
through the Gap Map before it is 
stable enough to reverse-
engineer. 

Decision 
type 

Usually reversible — the 
commitment can be 
unwound if stabilization is 
achieved. 

Can be irreversible or 
reversible depending on the 
specific change. 

Strictly irreversible. A Transform-
level commitment cannot be 
partially implemented and then 
walked back. The GATE must 
hold completely. 

Prerequisite 
gaps 

Unlikely. Cope-level 
situations are operationally 
immediate — prerequisites 
are usually resources or 
decisions already within 
reach. 

Standard Prerequisite Brief 
protocol applies. 

Transform-level blocking gaps 
almost always warrant full nested 
sessions rather than the 
Prerequisite Brief. The scope is 
rarely narrow enough for four 
elements. 

 
 

Active Hold — The Fourth Triage Outcome 
Active Hold is a legitimate triage finding alongside Cope, Adapt, and Transform. It is the 
deliberate, reasoned conclusion that no change is required at this time. It is not indecision. It is 
not avoidance. It is the finding that emerges when the three diagnostic questions run, the 
analysis completes, and the most honest output is: the current state is the correct state. 
A practitioner who arrives at Active Hold has done the architecture. The finding is the output. 
The record of what was examined and why no change was warranted is as valuable as any 
commitment — it prevents the same question from reopening unnecessarily and establishes 
the conditions under which re-entry is warranted. 
Deployment condition for Active Hold: The practitioner has run the three diagnostic 
questions, confirmed that the current state is not deteriorating and the opportunity cost of acting 
exceeds the cost of staying, and documented the specific trigger that would reopen the 
question. 

 

The Three Diagnostic Questions 
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Run these in sequence before the session opens. Stop at the first question that resolves the level. 

Q1 Is the current friction temporary, or is it the new normal? 
Temporary → COPE. Open a session with a stabilization destination. 
New normal → Proceed to Q2. 

 

Q2 Can we thrive in this new normal by optimizing current systems, or are our core 
assumptions now obsolete? 
Optimize → ADAPT. Open a standard RCA session. 
Obsolete → Proceed to Q3. 

 

Q3 If we rebuild our core assumptions, must we abandon the current destination 
entirely to reach viability? 
Yes → TRANSFORM. Open a Transform-level session. Expect maximum 
psychological friction in Raw Thinking capture. The North Star may also need re-
examination. 
Not entirely → ADAPT with significant scope. Run a standard session with explicit 
North Star validation before the Destination is locked. 

 

Pre-Entry Calibration: The Impact Dimension Question 
Before the three shots begin, one calibration question is asked. It does not change the session. It 
orients it. 

Q0 When you picture this future realized, what is primarily different? 
□  How things are done — Process — workflows, habits, methods 
□  What resources exist — System — time, money, infrastructure, capacity 
□  Who is involved — Stakeholder — relationships, team, clients, partners 
□  What becomes possible — Path — strategic options opened or closed 
One answer. The dominant dimension. Every Desired Future touches all four — this names 
where the greatest friction is most likely to live. 

 

This answer is recorded alongside the decision category and fixed constraints. It does not 
gate the session. It does not alter the three shots. It tells the AI where to apply deepest 
scrutiny in the Gap Map and which consequence fields to weight most heavily in the Reality 
Check. 

 

Triage and the Deployment Conditions: 
A Cope-level situation that meets none of the three Deployment Conditions does not warrant a 
full session. The architecture is a precision instrument for vision-level decisions. Deploying it on 
an immediate operational shock that is fully reversible and well within current capacity produces 
overhead without corresponding value. 
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When in doubt about the level: run the three diagnostic questions, then check the Deployment 
Conditions. If both point to Cope and the situation meets none of the three conditions, handle it 
at the tactical or operational altitude, not the strategic altitude. 

 

What This Framework Does Not Do 
It does not eliminate bias. Bias is not an error to be removed — it is information to be understood. Your 
Raw Thinking signals are often right. They carry pattern recognition, lived experience, and authentic 
preference that structured analysis cannot replicate. The framework's job is not to suppress those 
signals but to make them visible, keep them present through the Reality Check work, and ensure they 
are consciously factored into the final decision through the The Final Check rather than invisibly driving 
it past the Final Commitment. 

It does not tell you what to decide. It creates the conditions for you to decide well — arriving at a 
genuinely owned commitment with the Gamble — The Unknown consciously acknowledged rather 
than hidden. 

It does not end at the decision. Every decision produces a new reality — and that reality interacts with 
other decisions, other adaptations, and forces inside and outside your control. Evolution is not created 
by a single decision, even the most important one. It is the compound of different adaptations over time 
— each one informed by the ones that preceded it, each one building toward something larger than any 
single choice could produce alone. This framework is designed to raise the quality of thinking across 
every adaptation, so that the compound produces Ongoing Adaptation rather than accumulated 
Decision Debt. 

It does not require you to arrive with a destination already formed. The three opening questions are 
discovery questions as much as capture questions. A person who cannot yet name what they want 
uses the framework to surface and architect that understanding. The destination emerges through the 
process. The framework is designed to meet you where you are — including before you know where 
you are going. 

 

Solo Decision Architecture (SDA) 
The AI does not lead this process. It follows your thinking and works on it. 

Its first job is to receive your Raw Thinking — without editing it, without reorganizing it, without imposing 
structure before structure has been earned. Its second job is to engage the analytical mind rigorously 
on your behalf — surfacing Reality Check, mapping the Gap Map between your current state and your 
desired future, introducing Reality Check where your thinking needs honest challenge, and ensuring the 
complete context is built before the The Final Check opens. 

The AI operates within one absolute boundary throughout: every output it produces must be traceable 
to something you expressed. When context is incomplete, the AI asks rather than assumes. It does not 
commit AI Sycophancy — confirming what you want to hear rather than what the territory actually 
shows. It works only on your territory — built from your thinking, aimed at your North Star. 

This boundary is what separates decision architecture from AI-generated advice. 

You provide the raw thinking. 
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The AI provides the structure, the challenge, and the mirror. 
You make the decision. 

 

 

Reality Check 
What the process asks the person to document before the decision is locked in 

 
Most decision frameworks are designed to reduce the discomfort of deciding. They give people 
analytical cover — a process they followed, a matrix they scored, a framework they applied. When the 
decision goes wrong, the cover is available: I followed the process. The process failed. Not me. 

This framework asks the person to document their own choices in their own words before the decision 
is final. By the time the commitment is made, the costs, the options set aside, and the unknowns that 
remain are written down by the person themselves. 

By the time a person reaches the Final Commitment, they have documented six things in their own 
words: 

● What they actually want — captured before reality had any say, in the Raw Thinking capture. 
● What reality says about that — confronted honestly through the Gap Map and Reality Check. 
● What they now believe to be true — two or three owned statements in their own language, 

confirmed as genuinely held. 
● What they chose — one option from a genuine territory, selected through the Final Check. 
● What they set aside — the options consciously abandoned. Named. Not quietly dropped. 
● What they are carrying despite — the Gamble — The Unknown. The cost that was visible and 

chosen anyway. 
 
This is the individual expression of what Business Decision Architecture calls the What You Own — the 
irreducibly human reality that you, not the AI, carry the consequence. In the BDA’s 6-Node Execution 
Lifecycle (Daniel Montero’s organizational architecture), the SDA session lives entirely within Node 2 
(Strategic Assessment and Validation). Everything the SDA produces — the Raw Thinking, the Mirror, 
the Gap Map, the Hypothesis, the Final Commitment — is the input and output of that node. The BDA 
governs what happens in Nodes 3 through 6. 

What You Own — the irreducibly human reality that you, not the AI, bear the consequences of this 
decision. The AI provided Strategic Detachment: it challenged your thinking, surfaced your blind spots, 
and named what you wanted to keep invisible. But the AI has nothing at stake. You do. 

This is why the Final Commitment is structurally human and cannot be delegated to the AI. Not 
because the AI is untrustworthy — but because the What You Own is what makes the commitment 
real. A decision made by something that cannot bear its consequences is not a decision. It is a 
calculation. 

When you have to explicitly write down the Gamble — what you are choosing 
despite — and the Set Aside — what you are consciously abandoning — you can 
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no longer play the victim when things get hard. You knew the cost. You chose it 
anyway. 
A decision made with full conscious ownership can be examined later. The record of what 
was known, what was set aside, and what was accepted despite are in writing, in the 
person’s own words. 

 
This framework does not make decisions easier. It makes them more honest. The accountability is not 
imposed by the process — it is produced by it. Every exit from ownership is closed, not by demand, but 
by the person’s own hand, in their own words, before the commitment closes. 

One honest acknowledgment remains, regardless of how thoroughly the framework is applied. Not 
everything that will matter can be seen at the moment of commitment. This is where Known Unknowns 
and Unknown Unknowns become important — and where the framework names its own limits precisely 
rather than pretending they do not exist. 

Known Unknowns and Unknown Unknowns 
Category What It Is Where It Lives What the Framework 

Does 

Known Knowns What you know 
you know 

The raw diagnostic elements, 
owned statements, and 
confirmed facts 

The foundation the 
framework builds from 

Known 
Unknowns 

What you know 
you don’t know 

The Gamble — The Unknown. 
Named, documented, chosen 
despite 

The framework makes 
these explicit before the 
Final Commitment closes 

Unknown 
Unknowns 

What you don’t 
know you don’t 
know 

What Reality Check could not 
surface. What execution will 
reveal 

The framework minimizes 
scope, names them 
honestly, and builds a 
system to receive them 

 

What the Framework Can Do 
● Convert Unknown Unknowns into Known Unknowns through Reality Check, five lens angles 

simultaneously, counter perspectives, and the two-way gap check 
● Name the boundary honestly — the Gamble is not just the named risks, it is an 

acknowledgment that the named risks are not the complete picture 
● Build a system to receive what execution reveals — the Feedback Loop routes what Unknown 

Unknowns produce back into the chain at the right point 
 

What No Framework Can Do 
● Eliminate Unknown Unknowns — by definition, what cannot be seen cannot be surfaced before 

it reveals itself 
● Guarantee that the complete picture was available at the moment of commitment 
● Replace the judgment required when Unknown Unknowns surface during execution 
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What you could not have known at the time of commitment is not a failure of the 
process. It is the honest boundary of what any framework can do. 
The Evolve phase exists for exactly this moment — when reality reveals what the session could 
not. The question is not whether Unknown Unknowns will appear. They will. The question is 
whether the system you built is capable of receiving them honestly when they do. 

 

 

What This Operating System Actually Does 

The SDA is a framework that lets a person and an AI work together on a 
decision while keeping their roles clear: the person supplies the thinking 
and the final choice; the AI supplies structure and challenge. Neither role 

substitutes for the other. 

 

The AI cannot feel your fear. But when you translate your thinking into the Gap Map and the Real 
Situation Map, the AI can detect structural contradictions with perfect clarity. 

If your North Star requires aggressive expansion, but your Current State Reality and Impact Gate 
reveal you are protecting a fragile internal self-concept — the AI surfaces that collision. It does not need 
to understand why you are protecting your ego. It only needs to show you that the structure of your 
decision is broken. That is the Two-Way Gap Check. 

The SDA translates your thinking into a clear Execution Architecture through Backward 
Decision Design, while keeping the Thinking Record entirely private to your own 
experience. It forces the ultimate accountability back onto you. 

The AI helps you build the bridge. It cannot cross it with you. 

 

 

 

 

The SDA as a Thinking Instrument 
Two Modes. One Architecture. One Record. 

Most decision tools are processes. They have a beginning, a middle, and an end. You start at step one, 
move through the sequence, and arrive at an output. The assumption built into their design is that you 
are ready to begin — that your thinking is unformed, that the situation is new, and that the right 
approach is to follow the sequence from the top. 

Human thinking does not work that way. Significant decisions are not new when you first sit down to 
examine them. You have been living inside them. Your mind has been running the situation in the 
background for days, weeks, sometimes years — generating partial conclusions, testing hypotheses 
against experience, revising what you want as reality pushes back. By the time you open a decision 
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tool, you are not at the beginning. You are somewhere in the middle of a thinking process that has 
already been running without architecture. 

The SDA is designed to meet you where you are. 

 

Full Session 
When you need to build a clear-eyed decision from the beginning — or re-enter the process because 
execution has revealed something that changes the picture — you run the full methodology in 
sequence. 

Understand • Communicate • Align • Decide • Evolve. 
Full Session is the complete architecture. It captures Raw Thinking before analysis touches it, runs it 
through the full examination sequence, and produces a commitment that is owned, documented, and 
auditable. The three session outputs — the Thinking Record, the Decision Architecture, and the 
Session Summary — are produced at the end of a Full Session run. 

Full Session is what you use when you need to build something from the ground up — whether your 
destination is clear or still forming. When the destination is clear, the session verifies it and reverse-
engineers the path. When the destination is unclear, the session is the discovery process: the Raw 
Thinking capture, the Mirror, and the Gap Map work together to surface what the person actually wants 
before the architecture begins. In both cases, the output is the same: a verified chain the person 
genuinely owns. 

Quick Check 
When thinking is already in motion and needs structure — not a starting point — you use the 
instrument. 
The instrument has three views, always available, accessible in any order: 

1 

The Core Picture — What You Currently Believe 
The three fundamental elements in their current state: Desired Future ← Tempo ← 
Current State. Displayed in the backcasting direction. Each element is editable at 
any moment. When you need to capture a thought before your analytical brain edits 
it, open this view and write directly into the relevant element. When a conversation, 
an observation, or a night’s sleep changes what you believe about your situation, 
open this view and update it. 

 

2 

The Architecture View — Whether Your Plan Holds 
The logical chain from your current commitment back to your current state reality. 
Backward Decision Design made visible. When you have a plan in mind and want 
to test whether it holds — whether every step genuinely justifies the step before it 
— open this view and read it backward. When the chain breaks, you can see 
exactly where it breaks and why. 

 

3 
The Thinking Flow — How You Got Here 
The forward journey of how you arrived at your current position. Every refinement, 
every stage of examination, every moment where your thinking changed direction. 
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When you need to understand how a belief became a plan, or why a prior version 
of your desired future felt more honest than the current one, open this view and 
navigate it. 

 
You move between the three views the way your thinking moves — not in a prescribed order, but in 
response to what your mind needs at this moment. Sometimes you need to validate a thought against a 
logic structure. Sometimes you need to validate a logic decision against your real desires. Both 
directions are valid. The instrument serves both. 

The Thinking Log 
Every change made in either mode — every refinement to the three fundamental elements, every 
update to the chain, every stage completed — is recorded in the Thinking Log. 

The Thinking Log is the ship’s log of your thinking. It records three things for every entry: what 
changed, what it changed from and to, and what triggered the change. It is not a journal and not an 
audit trail. It is navigation history. 

The Living Record Rule 
Raw Thinking is captured once and never edited. But it evolves — through AI-assisted validation, 
through session contact, through reflection. This evolution is not a failure. It is the process working 
correctly. The Living Record Rule governs how that evolution is captured: 

▪  The original capture is permanently preserved as the baseline comparison point. It is 
never updated — only extended by subsequent evolution entries. 
▪  Every evolution is recorded with a trigger source classification: AI validation, session 
contact, governance loop, reflection between sessions, or execution feedback. The trigger 
is what distinguishes a living record from a simple change log. 
▪  When an element evolves, a defined cascade of downstream elements requires review. 
Elements outside the cascade do not change. 

 

The Thinking Log has one property that matters more than any other: you can return 
to any prior version of any element and restore it as the current version. 
Because sometimes what looked like drift was actually clarity arriving before its time. And 
sometimes a thought you abandoned three sessions ago turns out to be the one that was true 
all along. 

 

What Connects the Two Modes 
The two modes share the same underlying data. A refinement made in Quick Check is available the 
next time Full Session runs. A commitment made in Full Session populates the Architecture View 
immediately. The Thinking Log records both without distinguishing between them. 

The distinction is not about depth or seriousness. Quick Check is not the shallow version of the SDA. It 
is the SDA operating the way a thinking instrument should — available when needed, responsive to 
where the mind is, recording what happens without requiring the mind to follow a sequence it is not 
ready to follow. 
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Full Session builds the bridge. Quick Check is how you think while the bridge is being built — and how 
you maintain it after it is crossed. 

The framework works with however the thinking is happening — not the other 
way around. 

When you need architecture, the full session is there. When you need an instrument, the three 
views are there. When you need to understand how your thinking evolved, the Thinking Log is 
there. None of these require the others to run first. 
The only constant is the Core Picture — the three fundamental elements in their current state. It 
is always visible. It is always current. It is the one thing that tells you, at any moment, what you 
currently believe about what you want, where you are, and when. 

 

PART 2 — THE FRAMEWORK’S ABSOLUTE LIMITS 
 
This framework is a decision architecture tool. It is designed for one purpose — to help a single person 
think more honestly and completely about a significant decision they are facing. That purpose defines 
not only what this framework does, but what it absolutely does not do and where it stops without 
exception. 

Two independent layers of protection are always active in every session. They are not in conflict. They 
are complementary — operating at different levels and owned by different parties. 

Layer 1 — The AI Tool’s Ethical Guidelines 
The AI tool you are using to run this framework — whether Claude, GPT, Gemini, Grok, or any other 
capable AI — operates under its own ethical guidelines, safety protocols, and content policies. These 
belong entirely to the AI tool. They are not part of this framework, are not controlled by this framework, 
and cannot be modified or overridden by any framework prompt or instruction. 

The framework operates within the AI tool’s ethical boundaries — not above them. The AI tool’s 
guidelines take precedence over the framework’s instructions in every case and at every moment. If the 
AI tool stops or redirects a session based on its own guidelines, that decision belongs to the tool. The 
framework has no standing to override it. 

Layer 2 — The Framework’s Own Absolute Limits 
Separately from the AI tool’s guidelines, this framework defines three absolute limits of its own. These 
are the methodology’s design boundaries — situations where the framework itself stops, regardless of 
what phase the session is in, regardless of how the situation is framed, and regardless of any 
instruction in the prompt library. 

LIMIT 1  —  When a Person Is Considering Harming Themselves 

If at any point during a session a person expresses thoughts of harming themselves — directly 
or through language that suggests hopelessness, entrapment, or a desired future that describes 
escape rather than arrival — the framework stops immediately. 
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Not pauses. Stops. No phase continues. No Raw Thinking is reflected back. No analytical 
engagement occurs. What is needed is human support — and the AI’s only response is to direct 
the person toward it without delay. 

If you are in crisis or having thoughts of suicide or self-harm: Call or text 988 — Suicide and 
Crisis Lifeline (US) International: https://www.iasp.info/resources/Crisis_Centres/ If there is 
immediate danger: contact local emergency services. 

 

 

LIMIT 2  —  When a Decision Involves Harm to Others 

The framework is built on one foundational principle — the Raw Thinking belongs to the person. 
That principle has one absolute exception. 
When the decision territory involves harm to another person — physical harm, financial harm, 
psychological harm, exploitation, or any act where another person bears the cost without their 
consent — the framework stops. The framework is not a legal compliance tool. But when others 
are harmed — the framework stops, names the boundary directly, and ends the session. 

If this detection was a misunderstanding — if what you described was not intended to involve 
harm to others — please reframe your situation and begin a new session. 

 

 

LIMIT 3  —  When a Decision Involves Terrorism, Radicalization, or Mass Violence 

This boundary requires no gradation and no ambiguity. Any session that reveals intent related to 
terrorism, political violence, radicalization, or mass harm ends immediately. No framing makes 
this a decision architecture problem. 

If you have information about a planned act of violence or terrorism: FBI tip line (US): 1-800-
CALL-FBI / tips.fbi.gov If there is immediate danger: contact local emergency services 
immediately. 

 

 

What the Framework Does Not Stop For 
Foundational Beliefs — Religious convictions, political values, and cultural frameworks are the ground 
the decision stands on. Not variables to be examined or biases to be corrected. 
Ethical Complexity — Decisions that carry moral weight but do not involve harm to others belong 
entirely to the person. The framework is not a moral arbiter. 
Personal Risk — Decisions involving risk or consequences that affect only the person making them 
are within the framework’s territory. 
Legal Gray Areas Without Victims — The framework does not provide legal advice. Decisions in 
legally ambiguous territory that carry no harm to others remain within the person’s domain. 
Dogmatic Perspectives — Religion, politics, and culture are respected as foundational context. The AI 
operates within that ground. It does not question it. 
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The Honest Boundary Statement 

This framework provides decision architecture support. It is not a substitute for professional 
legal, financial, medical, or psychological advice. For decisions requiring professional expertise, 
qualified professionals should be consulted.  The AI tool running this framework operates under 
its own terms of service and privacy policy. Legal liability, data privacy, personal information 
collection, age restrictions, and jurisdictional compliance belong to the product built on this 
methodology — not to the methodology itself. 

 

PART 3 — THE METHODOLOGY 
 
The SDA moves through five phases in sequence. Each phase has a precise job. The phases do not 
overlap and do not run simultaneously — each one completes before the next begins. These are called 
phases, not states, deliberately: at the individual layer, the session has a defined start and end, and 
each phase produces a specific output before handing off to the next. This distinguishes the SDA from 
the BDA’s organizational structure, where Understand and Evolve run as continuous sensors rather 
than sequential stages. What follows is a plain-language account of what happens in each phase, what 
the person experiences, and why the process is designed that way. 

 

Two Session Types — One Architecture 
The five phases span two distinct session types. Understanding the distinction prevents the most 
common deployment error: treating the foundation session as incomplete because it did not produce 
the full architecture. 

Session Type What It Produces 

The Foundation Session Phases 1–3 plus Phase 4 validation. Produces the Execution Hypothesis 
— seven mutually verified elements and three outputs: Thinking Record, 
Decision Foundation, Session Summary. This is what the practitioner 
holds before the full architecture begins. It is complete as a foundation. It 
is not the architecture. 

The Architecture 
Session 

The Gap Map, Reverse Commitment Architecture, Gap Solutions, 
Launch Conditions, the Gamble, and the full Decision Chain. Built from 
the verified Execution Hypothesis. Produces the Decision Architecture — 
the load-bearing hypothesis ready for execution and communication. 

 
The handoff between the two sessions is the Execution Hypothesis. Nothing in the Architecture Session is 
valid unless the Foundation Session has been completed honestly. The Gap Map measures distance 
from a verified Current State to a verified Expected Impact — if either element was not verified in the 
Foundation Session, the Gap Map is measuring the wrong distance. 

 

The methodology is powered by two AI tools operating simultaneously throughout every phase: the 
Dual Lens, which holds the desired future and the current reality in view at the same time, and Strategic 
Detachment, which means the AI has no stake in what the person decides. It is not trying to push a 
direction. It is trying to help the person see clearly. 
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How Sessions Are Designed to Work 
The full session runs all five phases in sequence. But the framework is also designed to be used in 
shorter, partial runs that are saved and resumed. A session stopped at a natural break point is not a 
failed session. It is a complete unit of work that a later session builds on. 

How the AI Generates Content 
From the Gap Map onward, the AI generates proposed content from what the person has already 
expressed. The person's job shifts from generating answers to reacting to proposals — confirming what 
is accurate, correcting what is wrong, and adding what is missing. 

This applies to: the Gap Map consequence fields, the Reality Check proposed answers, the territory 
map elements, and the potential solutions. The person is always the authority on what is true. The AI 
provides the first draft. Every AI proposal is framed as a hypothesis, not a reading, and includes an 
explicit question before proceeding. 

Named Break Points 
Three points in the session produce a stable, complete state that can be saved and resumed without 
loss: 

BREAK POINT 
A After the 

Mirror 

The three fundamental elements are captured and confirmed. The Raw Thinking is 
documented. Everything downstream builds on this foundation. Safe to stop here. 

 

BREAK POINT 
B After 

Statements 

The person has two or three owned statements. They know what they believe about 
the situation. The Align phase can begin fresh in a later session. Safe to stop here. 

 

BREAK POINT 
C After 

Potential 
Solutions 

The decision space is mapped. The options are visible. The Final Check and 
commitment can happen when the person has enough mental clarity to commit 
consciously. Safe to stop here. 

 

Required vs Optional Depth 
Not every input needs to be completed at full depth for the session to produce a genuine output. The 
framework distinguishes between inputs required for integrity and inputs available for depth. 

Required for integrity Optional for depth 

The three shots All four Gap Map fields (Move Positive and Move Negative are the 
load-bearing two) 

Mirror confirmation All five Reality Check questions (AI asks minimum needed for thin 
angles, not a fixed number) 

Two to three owned 
Statements 

N/A 

A chosen solution N/A 
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The Gamble named  
 

A session run under constraint is still a genuine session. A fatigued answer to an optional field 
is worse than no answer. The framework does not require completeness. It requires honesty at 
whatever depth the person can sustain. 

 

 

The Prerequisite Cascade and Its Limits 
Every significant decision runs the risk of revealing, during the Align phase, a blocking gap that is itself 
a destination — a capability, structure, or condition that requires its own full architecture before the 
original session can proceed. This is the prerequisite cascade. 

The legitimate prerequisite cascade and the rabbit hole are structurally different. They feel identical 
from the inside. Both involve discovering that something must be built before the original destination is 
reachable. The difference is whether the discovery is structural or whether it is the mind retreating from 
commitment by generating infinite prerequisites. 

Type Structural signature 

Legitimate 
prerequisite 

The original destination is genuinely blocked — not degraded, not slowed, 
but structurally unable to proceed without a foundation that does not exist. 
The prerequisite has a clear destination of its own and a defined return 
path to the original session. 

Rabbit hole The original session feels difficult or uncertain, and the mind generates a 
prerequisite as a reason to delay commitment. The prerequisite does not 
have a clear destination. It creates more prerequisites. It does not connect 
back to the original session. 

 

The Four Tests 
When the Align phase identifies a blocking gap that may require its own full session, four tests must 
pass before that session opens. All four must answer yes. Run them in sequence — a test that fails 
earlier makes later tests irrelevant. 

Test 1 — The Blocking Test: Is the original session genuinely blocked — not degraded, 
not slowed, but structurally unable to reach commitment without this prerequisite? A 
constraining gap is not a blocking gap. If the session could proceed with a different gap 
solution, the prerequisite is a preference disguised as a necessity. 
Test 2 — The Ceiling Test: Does the prerequisite stay within the current resource ceiling, 
organizational capacity, and time horizon? A prerequisite that exceeds what can currently 
be resourced or timed is not a prerequisite — it is a signal that the original destination is 
unreachable at this time. Return to the destination and select one that is reachable from 
where the practitioner actually stands. 
Test 3 — The Termination Test: Can you state, right now, what the prerequisite’s 
Expected Impact will be and exactly which blocking gap in the original session it closes? 
State it in one sentence. If you cannot draw that direct causal line precisely, the 
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prerequisite is not yet defined concretely enough to proceed. Vague prerequisites produce 
vague work that never quite closes the gap it was supposed to close. 
Test 4 — The Regression Test: Does the prerequisite itself have a blocking gap that 
would require another prerequisite? If yes — stop. Return to the original blocking gap and 
reframe the problem statement at a lower level of abstraction. A blocking gap whose 
prerequisite also requires a prerequisite is a signal that the gap has been framed at the 
wrong altitude. 

 

Regression Governing Rule: 
When Test 4 fails — when the proposed prerequisite itself requires a prerequisite — return to 
the original blocking gap and reframe the problem statement. The infinite regression is almost 
always a sign that the blocking gap has been defined as the gap between current capacity and 
the destination, rather than as the specific structural absence that prevents forward motion. 
Reframe at a lower level of abstraction. 

 

The Cascade Depth Limit 
The SDA enforces a maximum cascade depth of two. One level of prerequisite is legitimate and 
common. Two levels is possible but requires explicit governance. Three levels is infinite regression. 

Depth What it means 

Depth 1 Original destination requires a foundation that does not exist. Build the foundation. 
Return to the destination. This is the standard prerequisite and is handled correctly 
by the Rule of Isolation. 

Depth 2 The foundation itself requires a sub-foundation. This is possible but requires explicit 
authorization at the Alignment phase and a documented return path through both 
levels before either opens. 

Depth 3+ Infinite regression. The architecture is being used to avoid commitment, not to 
prepare for it. Stop. Return to the original gap. Find a different path or acknowledge 
the destination is not reachable. 

 

The honest limit: 
The SDA is designed for destinations reachable within the practitioner’s current resource 
ceiling, organizational capacity, and time horizon. A destination that requires three prerequisite 
cascades before any forward progress is possible is not a decision to be architected — it is a 
situation to be survived. 

 

The Prerequisite Brief 
When the Four Tests confirm a genuine Prerequisite Gap, the architecture does not open a new full 
session. A full nested session is cognitively equivalent to the one already in progress — if the 
practitioner is halfway through the Align phase and hits a blocking gap, opening a full new session 
doubles the cognitive load at the moment of highest complexity. 
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The Prerequisite Brief is the default response to a confirmed Prerequisite Gap. It is not a shortcut — it 
is a precision instrument for a specific scope. Four elements, fifteen to thirty minutes, no session 
overhead. The Four Tests already produce the information the Brief needs to open. 

Governing rule: 
If the Prerequisite Brief requires more than four elements to produce the Resume Condition, 
the prerequisite has been incorrectly scoped. Stop. Return to the Four Tests. Either the 
Termination Test produced a vague statement (tighten it), or the original destination is at the 
wrong altitude (reframe it), or the prerequisite is genuinely a full vision-level commitment (open 
a full session, close the current one). 

 

The Four Elements 

Element What it produces and its governing constraint 

Element 1 The 
Prerequisite 
Destination 

The Expected Impact stated in one sentence during the Termination Test. It 
does not need to be generated again — it needs to be confirmed. One 
question: is this specific enough that arrival is unambiguous? Governing 
constraint: one sentence. Falsifiable. 

Element 2 The 
Minimum Viable 
Proof 

One measurable condition that proves the prerequisite is complete and the 
original session can resume. This is the resume trigger — specific enough to 
evaluate without judgment. Not a full Success Proof. One sentence. One 
metric. Evaluable by a named person. Governing constraint: if more than one 
sentence is needed, the scope is too large. 

Element 3 The 
Critical Gap 

The single most critical thing standing between the current state and the 
Minimum Viable Proof. Not a full five-lens Gap Map. The Regression Test 
already confirmed the prerequisite has no prerequisites of its own — its 
blocking gap is solvable within scope. Name it. Classify it (Distance / Capability 
/ Clarity / Belief). Governing constraint: one gap. 

Element 4 The 
Resume 
Condition 

The specific observable state that triggers return to the original session. Not a 
date — a condition. ‘When [Minimum Viable Proof] is confirmed by [named 
person], the original session resumes at [block or phase].’ This is 
simultaneously the launch condition of the Brief and the gap solution in the 
original session. Governing constraint: named person, named proof, named re-
entry point. 

 

Cognitive load comparison: Full nested session — all phases, two to four hours, full 
session overhead. Prerequisite Brief — four elements, fifteen to thirty minutes, no session 
overhead. The Brief produces approximately one-fifth the work of a full session for a scope 
that warrants approximately one-fifth the work. 

 

Phase 1 — Understand 
People arrive at this framework in two states. Some arrive mid-analysis — they have been thinking 
about it, weighing options, rehearsing arguments. Others arrive without a clear destination — they know 
something significant is in front of them but cannot yet name what they want. The Understand phase is 
designed for both. Before any analysis occurs, it asks the same question regardless of how the person 
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arrived: what do you actually want? For the person mid-analysis, this interrupts a process that has 
already begun editing the desire toward the defensible. For the person without a destination, it is the 
discovery mechanism — the three questions and the Mirror surface what the person wants by showing 
them what they said and what it implies. 

The answer to that question is captured in four elements — the Desired Future State, the Human 
Impact, the Current State, and the Felt Urgency. These are written fast, without filtering for realism or 
social acceptability. The goal is to capture System 1 output — the instinctive, emotional, unedited 
version of the situation — before System 2 (the analytical brain) has had time to edit it into something 
more defensible. 

This sequencing is not accidental. It is the most important design decision in the framework. If analysis 
runs before desire is captured, the analysis shapes what the person thinks they want rather than the 
other way around. The framework is designed to prevent that reversal. 

After the three shots, three additional questions go deeper — what draws the person toward this, what 
conditions must be true for it to work, and what assumptions they are currently treating as certain 
without having verified them. These questions are the Honest Questions. They are the bridge between 
raw instinct and honest self-knowledge. 

The Mirror then reflects everything back. Not reorganized. Not improved. Exactly as the person 
expressed it, in their own words. The purpose is to let the person see their own thinking from the 
outside — the way a trusted observer would see it — before the framework challenges any of it. This is 
the first application of the Dual Lens: holding what the person wants alongside what they actually said. 

The Gap Map follows. It takes the three pillars — desired future, current state, and timing — and draws 
the logical path between them. What would need to have happened, working backward from the 
desired future, for it to exist at the stated time? The bridge names the implied milestones, identifies the 
dominant nature of the gap (a distance problem, a capability problem, a clarity problem, or a belief 
problem), and surfaces the one question whose answer determines whether the path holds. 

The Bridge Map then names the four consequence fields of the gap: what staying in the current state 
costs, what staying provides, what moving makes possible, and what moving requires. This is not 
analysis. It is naming. The four fields make the gap concrete enough to examine honestly. 

Reality Check closes the Understand phase. This is the deliberate introduction of structured challenge 
— not to undermine the person’s thinking, but to surface what their thinking cannot see from inside its 
own frame. The AI identifies the cognitive archetype shaping the situation, offers perspective options 
the person can choose from, then asks a small number of targeted questions designed to open the 
decision space before it narrows toward commitment. The Two-Way Gap Check brings everything 
together: the forward bridge from current state to desired future, and the backward bridge from desired 
future to current state, held simultaneously. The divergence points between them are where the real 
work is. 

 

The Dual Nature of the Three Fundamental Elements 
Every significant decision is built on three elements: the desired future, the current state, and the 
timing. Each of these elements has two distinct versions that the framework handles separately and in 
sequence. 

The Narrative is how you experience each element — subjective, emotional, 
unfiltered. The Mechanism is what each element becomes when translated into 
verifiable, structural reality. 
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You cannot skip either version. You cannot prioritize one over the other. You sequence them: 
Narrative enters first, Mechanism enters second. This is not a preference — it is a design 
requirement. If the Mechanism enters first, the Narrative gets edited down for realism before it 
is fully captured. If the Narrative never becomes a Mechanism, nothing gets built. 

 

Element Narrative → Mechanism 

Desired 
Future 

Mechanism — The desired future translated into specific, verifiable outcomes. Not 
emotion stripped away — the emotional desire translated into a form that can be 
measured and proven.  A Mechanism version of the Desired Future is not correctly 
formed until it can be expressed as a Binary Threshold — a True/False logic gate: 
did we cross the line? If the answer cannot be yes or no, the destination is still a 
direction, not a commitment. The Binary Threshold is what makes reverse 
engineering possible: the chain can only be built backward from a point that is 
unambiguously either reached or not reached. 

Current State Narrative — How you feel about your situation right now. The exhaustion, the stress, 
the immediate pressure. Captured fast and without editing.  Mechanism — The 
verified factual baseline once personal history and emotional weight are set aside. 
The load-bearing operational reality. You cannot fix a feeling, but you can fix a 
broken process. 

Felt Urgency / 
Real Deadline 

Felt Urgency (Stage 1) — The psychological urgency. How impatient, scared, or 
pressured you feel about the distance between where you are and where you want 
to be. Captured in five words. First answer. Emotional speed only. Fear, impatience, 
and competitive pressure belong here. Analysis does not.  Real Deadline (Stage 2) 
— The verified structural constraint that makes the deadline real — not the speed at 
which pressure feels urgent, but the actual date or condition by which the solution 
must be operational. Four types: Structural (external, cannot be changed), Strategic 
(window of opportunity that closes), Psychological (anxiety, fear of missing out — 
translates to Felt Urgency, not Real Deadline), Social (what others expect — 
translates to constraint field, not deadline).  The most consistently collapsed 
distinction in practice: when Felt Urgency enters the architecture as the Real 
Deadline, every milestone, gap solution, and launch condition inherits that distortion. 

 
The Understand phase captures the Narrative versions of all three. The Communicate and Align 
phases translate each one into its Mechanism version. Note on terminology: throughout the session, 
the shorthand “Desired Future” refers to the individual’s private expression of what they want. When 
this element enters the organizational architecture — at the BDA layer — it is expressed as the 
“Desired Future State”: the same element translated into its fully public, verifiable form. Both terms 
appear in this document; they name the same element at different levels of translation.  One further 
distinction the MVP implementation makes explicit: the raw Desired Future State captured in Stage 1 
and the Desired Future State Statement produced in Phase 2 are not the same artifact. The raw 
capture is System 1 output — unfiltered, fast, honest. The Statement is crafted through the Dual Lens 
Diagnostic Instruments — it holds both realities simultaneously and names the structural tension. The 
raw capture is the input. The Statement is the output. Both are preserved in the Thinking Record. 

 
 
 

Human Impact — Stage 1 Element 
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Human Impact is captured immediately after the Desired Future State, in Stage 1, while the emotional 
truth of what the practitioner wants is still fully present. It is not impact analysis. It is the human truth of 
who this is for. 
The distinction is structural. Human Impact captured in Stage 1 is part of the destination — the specific 
people the practitioner sees when they imagine arriving. Human Impact discovered in Stage 2 analysis 
is part of the blast radius — who is affected by the change. The Framework requires both. Only Stage 1 
capture can produce the first. 

Capture prompt: 
“You have named what you want. Now name who — specifically — benefits when this 
becomes real. Not abstractly. The faces you see when you imagine arriving.” 
Valid when: The people named are specific — not “practitioners everywhere” but the specific people 
the practitioner actually sees. The honest answer is often more personal than the socially 
acceptable answer. Both are valid. The honest one is required. 

 

When the destination is not yet clear: 
The three shots are not a test you pass or fail. They are discovery questions. A person who 
writes “I don’t know what I want” in the Desired Future field has told the architecture something 
true and important. The Mirror will reflect it back. The Gap Map will show what that uncertainty 
implies. The Reality Check will surface what the person already believes but has not yet 
named. 
The destination does not need to be fully formed before the session begins. It needs to be fully 
formed before the Final Commitment closes. The architecture is what gets it there. 

 

The Impact Dimension of the Desired Future 
Every Desired Future has weight. It is not an abstraction — it is a commitment that, when executed, 
changes something specific in the world. Before the Gap Map maps the distance and the Reality Check 
confronts the friction, the practitioner names the primary dimension of that change. 

Every Desired Future touches all four dimensions. One almost always dominates. Naming it orients the 
Gap Map toward the territory where the greatest friction will live and prevents the analysis from treating 
all gaps as equally weighted when they are not. 

Dimension Where the friction lives 

Process The change is primarily about how something gets done. Workflows, habits, 
methods, sequences. The Gap Map will surface its greatest friction in the 
operational and behavioral consequence fields. 

System The change is primarily about resources. Time, money, energy, infrastructure, 
capacity. The Gap Map will surface its greatest friction in the financial and 
operational capability fields. 

Stakeholder The change is primarily about relationships. Who is affected, who must move, who 
must be brought along, who may be released. The Gap Map will surface its greatest 
friction in the human and competitive consequence fields. 

Path The change is primarily about strategic options. What becomes possible that was 
not, or what closes permanently that was open. The Gap Map will surface its 
greatest friction in the risk and long-term dependency fields. 
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Naming the dominant dimension does not change the architecture. It calibrates it. 
A stakeholder-dominant Desired Future will surface its most important gaps in the human 
consequence fields. A system-dominant one will surface them in the resource fields. The Gap 
Map runs the same five lenses regardless — but the practitioner and the AI enter it knowing 
where to apply the deepest scrutiny. 

 

The two failure modes this sequencing prevents: 
Performance of Rigor — The result is often a structured plan that still rests on 
unexamined preferences — what this framework calls the Performance of Rigor — the 
appearance of thinking carefully without actually doing so. Its opposite is equally 
dangerous: the Speed to Illusion — confident motion toward a destination that was never 
made specific enough to know whether you arrived. 
Speed to Illusion — the Narrative never becomes a Mechanism. Confident motion toward 
a destination that was never verified. The feeling was captured but nothing was built from 
it. 

 

Phase 2 — Communicate 
Everything the Understand phase produced is raw material. The Communicate phase converts it into 
something the person consciously owns. 

A statement is not a summary of the analysis. It is not a finding or a conclusion. It is one precise 
assertion that the person genuinely holds to be true — written in their own words, verifiable against 
their own experience, and specific enough to be falsifiable. If someone could read it back three days 
later and say “yes, I believe that,” it qualifies. If it sounds like something an analyst wrote for them, it 
does not. 

Two or three statements are sufficient. More than three dilutes ownership — the person is no longer 
committing to a precise view, they are building a hedge. The statements define the territory. The next 
phase works entirely within them. 

Before the statements are written, the framework runs a completeness check — confirming that the five 
analytical angles (problem, opportunity, risk, improvement, and transformation) each have enough 
material to support honest synthesis. If any angle is thin, targeted questions fill the gap. This ensures 
the statements are built on examined ground rather than on the parts of the situation the person found 
easiest to think about. 

 

The Dual Lens Diagnostic Instruments 

The following four diagnostic instruments were developed by Monica Hernandez to operationalize 
the Dual Lens Principle at the moment a practitioner is forming a commitment. Each instrument is 
derived from the Business Decision Architecture’s validation matrix logic and translated to the 
individual level for use without organizational infrastructure. Together they form the statement 
architecture of the SDA — the mechanism by which a practitioner tests whether their thinking holds 
both realities simultaneously before committing to a path. They are not prescriptive templates — 
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they are diagnostic lenses. A well-formed Owned Statement will often exhibit one of these four 
structures. Use them to test whether a statement is doing its job. 

 

1  —  The Structural Contradiction 
Names a condition where two things the person holds as true cannot both remain true under the 
current architecture. The statement does not choose between them — it names the contradiction so 
the decision can address it directly. 
“I want [A], and I am currently structured for [not-A]. Both are true. The decision must resolve which 
one governs.”  Verification: I will know this statement is honest rather than performed when I can 
name the specific moment the constraint must break and I am willing to let it. 

 

2  —  The Resource Trade-Off 
Names the specific resource — time, capital, attention, relationships — that is being consumed by 
the current state and cannot also be used to reach the desired future. Makes the trade-off explicit 
rather than implied. 
“Every [unit of resource] I spend on [current state] is [unit of resource] I do not have for [desired 
future]. That trade-off is currently invisible in how I am operating.”  Temporal boundary: I am 
distinguishing between my felt urgency — [what I feel] — and my structural deadline — [what the 
situation actually requires]. My commitment is anchored to the structural deadline, not the anxiety. 

 

3  —  The Hidden Beneficiary 
Names who or what is actually served by the current state continuing. The most powerful version of 
this statement names something the person did not want to see — a pattern, a fear, an avoidance 
— that the current state is protecting. 
“The current state continues to exist because it serves [hidden interest]. That interest is not the 
same as my stated goal. The decision must be made with both visible.”  Verification: I will know this 
statement is honest when naming the hidden beneficiary makes me uncomfortable rather than 
satisfied. 

 

4  —  The Capability vs. Belief Statement 
Names the difference between what the person cannot do and what they believe they cannot do. 
This statement is only valid when the Gap Map has confirmed the gap is in belief rather than in 
verifiable structural capacity. 
“The gap between where I am and where I want to be is not a [resource] gap. It is a belief that 
[specific belief]. That belief is not the same as an operational constraint.”  North Star alignment: And 
pursuing [specific capability or belief] rather than [misdiagnosed gap] means I am building toward 
[what I actually said I wanted] rather than a more comfortable version of it. 

 
 

Phase 3 — Align 
The statements are what the person believes. The Align phase maps what is possible within those 
beliefs. 
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The Real Situation Map takes the statements and runs them through five angles simultaneously — 
what is confirmed as solid ground, what the analysis revealed that was not yet named, what is 
genuinely at stake if the decision goes wrong, and what any honest solution must address. This is the 
Real Situation Map: the verified factual baseline stripped of emotional history, showing only the load-
bearing mechanics of the situation. 

The Impact Map is built alongside the territory. It names the blast radius of the current state — who is 
being harmed by the situation today, and who or what is currently benefiting from it remaining as it is. 
The second question is the harder one. In every stuck situation, something is keeping it stuck. Finding 
the hidden beneficiary of the dysfunction — whether that is a person, a system, or a pattern inside the 
decision-maker themselves — is what separates a genuine solution from a solution that will be quietly 
sabotaged. 

Potential solutions are generated from the territory, not from the problem. The distinction matters: 
solutions generated from the problem tend to treat symptoms. Solutions generated from the territory 
address the conditions that produced the problem. The current state — doing nothing, staying where 
things are — is always present as a legitimate option. Pretending it is not a choice does not make it 
disappear. It makes it invisible, which is more dangerous. 

Phase 4 — Decide 
The Decide phase is where the framework stops protecting the person from commitment and starts 
requiring it. 

Solution Selection asks the person to name what they are choosing, what they are consciously setting 
aside, and what they are carrying despite — the cost they see clearly and accept anyway. This is the 
Gamble: the honest acknowledgment that every commitment is made in the presence of unresolved 
tension — consciously held, not hidden. 

 

The commitment and the selection are not the same moment. 
A solution is not an idea. It becomes a commitment the moment time, money, or energy is 
allocated to it and cannot be retrieved. Selecting an option from the territory is still reversible — 
the person has named a preference. The Final Commitment is the irreversible allocation: the 
moment resources are spent and the path behind closes. 
This is why the Gamble is named at the moment of commitment rather than during the analysis. 
The Gamble is not the risk identified in the Gap Map. It is the cost accepted the moment the 
allocation becomes irreversible — consciously held, not hidden. 

 
The Final Check runs two tests before the final commitments. The forward test asks: if this solution is 
executed from today, does it arrive at the desired future? The backward test asks: if the current state is 
addressed through this solution, does that addressing actually create the desired future? Both 
directions must hold. A solution that passes only one direction is either a plan without a destination or a 
destination without a viable path. 

The Impact Gate adds a final filter: who and what pays the price of this change? Every solution is a 
disruption to something. The people and processes that bear the cost of the solution deserve to be 
named before the commitment closes, not discovered during execution. If they are named here and the 
commitment proceeds, the Gamble carries their weight honestly. The person knew. They chose 
anyway. 

The Execution Architecture converts the committed solution into the logical chain: Action Plan, Tasks, 
Milestones with their confirmation and failure signals, the Desired Outcome measurable by KPIs, and 
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the Expected Impact — the North Star actualized in the world. The chain reads in both directions. 
Forward, it is the execution roadmap. Backward, it is the audit trail that proves every step was built from 
genuine analysis, not from rationalization. 

 

What the architecture is doing throughout Phases 1 to 3: 
Every phase up to this point has been carrying cognitive load on the person’s behalf. The Mirror 
removed the need to see their own thinking objectively. The Gap Map surfaced consequences 
they did not have to calculate manually. The Reality Check named the blind spots without 
requiring the person to know they had them. The territory map verified the ground before the 
solution was chosen. 
All of that work exists so that at this moment — the Final Check, the Gamble named, the 
commitment closing — the person is in the right state to make a genuine choice. Not exhausted 
into compliance. Not rushed into rationalization. The architecture carried the load so the person 
can simply choose. That is the Wise Mind as structural default, not heroic exception. 

 

Phase 5 — Evolve 
The Evolve phase is not the end of the process. It is the recognition that every commitment changes 
the conditions under which the next decision will be made. Each session is one adaptation in a longer 
sequence. The decisions compound — each one building on what the previous revealed. 

In principle, the Evolve phase monitors four conditions and re-enters the process when they break: a 
milestone that fails its confirmation signal, an unexpected interaction that changes the situation, a North 
Star that no longer holds, or a new significant decision that the current commitment has created. When 
any of these fires, the process re-enters at the right point in the chain rather than restarting from the 
beginning. 

Design Constraint — Evolve requires software to work as designed: 
The Evolve phase works as designed when software monitors the thresholds, surfaces the 
triggers, and loads the prior context automatically. Without that layer, the maintenance burden 
— tracking every refinement, recognizing when a trigger has fired, reconstructing the prior 
session accurately enough to re-enter at the right point — exceeds what one person will sustain 
in practice, especially during the execution periods when Evolve is most needed. 
Without an automated layer, the Evolve phase will not sustain in practice. This is a 
deliberate design boundary, not an oversight: the free tier delivers a one-session 
architecture with manual maintenance responsibility. Full automated Evolve is a 
registered-tier capability. 

 

Two Versions of Evolve 

Free Tier (without platform) Registered Tier (with platform) 

Trigger monitoring Automated threshold monitoring. The platform 
tracks milestone confirmations, detects 
interactions, and surfaces re-entry signals 
without requiring the person to notice them. 
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Periodic manual check-in. Once a week or once 
a month depending on execution pace. The 
person opens the Core Picture and asks: does 
this still look right? 

Platform-generated re-entry prompt when a 
trigger fires. The AI presents the pre-loaded 
context and proposed re-entry point. 

Re-entry signal Automated. The platform flags which element 
changed and routes to the correct re-entry point. 

A simple flag the person sets when something in 
execution feels significant — a plan not working, 
a goal that no longer fits, an unexpected cost. 

Full Thinking Log maintained automatically. The 
AI holds the history of prior sessions and uses it 
to make each new session more precise. 

Session Summary shared manually at the start 
of the next session. The AI reads it and proposes 
the re-entry point. 

Full automated re-entry with prior context pre-
loaded. No manual reconstruction required. 

 

Reframing Classification: Sharpening vs. Retreat 
When the three fundamental elements shift during a session or between sessions, the Evolve phase 
must classify the nature of the change before re-entering the architecture. Not every refinement is valid. 
Not every refinement is drift. The distinction matters because the response is different. 

Classification What it means 

Sharpening The desire is more precise and still genuine. The original Raw Thinking has 
been clarified by structural contact. The new version reveals something that 
was always true but not yet fully articulated. 

Retreat The desire has softened or shifted in the direction of what the structural 
constraints make easier. The change is driven by friction, not by clarity. The 
architecture is being accommodated rather than the truth being found. 

 

The diagnostic question: 
“If the structural constraints were removed tomorrow, would you return to the original Raw 

Thinking or stay with the current revised version?” 
If the answer is “stay with the current version” — it is Sharpening. The desire has become more 
precise through structural contact. Proceed.  If the answer is “return to the original” — it is 
Retreat. The constraints are reshaping the desire to avoid difficulty. Two paths only: recommit 
to the original with the original Raw Thinking intact, or formally adopt the revised version with a 
documented Conscious Trade-off naming exactly what is being exchanged. 

 

When doubt arises — classify before any return: 
Solution Doubt — something is missing in the gap solution or mechanism. Return to the 
solution options. The destination, milestones, and problem statements are unchanged. 
Destination Doubt — something feels wrong about what was committed to. This is a 
Retreat signal. Apply the diagnostic question before any return to the three fundamental 
elements. 

 

The Practical Free-Tier Evolve 
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Without software, three behaviors sustain the intent of the Evolve phase without requiring discipline that 
execution depletes: 

● Periodic Core Picture check — Review the three fundamental elements on a regular cadence. 
If any element no longer feels true, run a new session from that point. 

● Flag and return — When something in execution feels significant, flag it immediately. The flag 
is the re-entry signal. A low-friction note is enough. 

● Session Summary as context — Share the Session Summary from the prior session at the 
start of the new one. The AI reads it and proposes where to re-enter. The person confirms or 
adjusts. 

 

The full Evolve architecture — automated threshold monitoring, intelligent re-entry routing, and 
a maintained Thinking Log — is available in the registered tier through the platform. The free 
tier version of Evolve is real but lighter: check periodically, flag when something breaks, and 
bring context to the next session. 

 

 

Three Termination States 
Maximum three loop cycles before a formal convergence assessment is required. Every cycle beyond 
three requires an explicit governance decision. After the assessment, the session reaches one of three 
termination states: 

State What it means 

Convergence Raw Thinking and architecture have reached a stable state. The desire has 
been refined by structural contact and survived. Proceed to Final Commitment. 

Pivot The original destination is no longer the right destination. A genuinely different 
desired future has emerged through the process. Open a new session with the 
new destination. The original session is closed, not failed. 

Abandon Neither convergence nor a pivot is achievable at current capacity or this time. 
The session closes without a commitment. The original Raw Thinking and all 
work are preserved in the Thinking Log for future re-entry. 

 

The architecture’s honest limit: 
After three honest loop cycles, the doubt that remains may not be analytical. Some 
commitments require time, trusted relationships, or circumstances that the architecture cannot 
create. The SDA can make the structure of a commitment clear. It cannot resolve whether the 
person is ready to make it. 

 

PART 4 — EXPECTED IMPACT: THE CENTER OF GRAVITY 
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Expected Impact is not the Destination. It is the proof and the payoff of 
having reached it. 

It is the tangible, broader value that materializes in the world when the decision is executed 
successfully. It sits at Strategy altitude and answers one question: what will actually be 

different? 

 

Most decision architectures treat the destination as the end point. The SDA treats the destination as a 
gate — a threshold you cross — and Expected Impact as what exists on the other side. A team can 
execute a plan flawlessly, reach the destination precisely, and still fail to generate the Expected Impact. 
When that happens, the hypothesis was wrong, not the execution. Keeping Expected Impact as a 
separate, explicitly verified node is what makes that distinction visible before it is too late to matter. 

Expected Impact is the translation node between the private and public 
architectures. 
Everything in the private Affective log — the Raw Thinking, the confrontation, the owned 
statements, the Examined Commitment — exists to produce one honest input to one node. 
That node is Expected Impact. Below it, the architecture is public and executable. Above it, 
including the North Star and the Desired Future, the architecture is private and personal. 

 

The Four Nodes of the Decision Chain 
Every decision architecture built with the SDA produces the same causal chain. Four nodes. Each one 
irreducible. Each one serving the one above it. The chain is read backward to build and forward to 
verify. 

Desired Future State  ←  Expected Impact  ←  Destination  ←  Solution 
Private  →  Translation Point  →  Public 

 

Desired Future State 
— The Narrative Anchor 
The unfiltered, private expression of what the 
practitioner wants — captured before analysis, 
before constraints, before reality has any say. The 
emotional and philosophical truth of the 
destination: not what seems achievable, but what 
is genuinely wanted. 
It enters the session first — not as a preference, 
but as a causality rule. If the present enters first, it 
becomes the ceiling of what the future is allowed to 
be. The Desired Future State is the Directive: the 
private commitment that everything below it must 
serve. It cannot be executed. It can only be aimed 
at. 

Expected Impact 
— The Translation Point 
The moment the private Narrative becomes a 
public commitment. Not a goal — the tangible, 
broader value that materializes in the world when 
the Desired Future State is real. 
Expected Impact is the first fully public node: 
stripped of emotional content, expressed as an 
objective and verifiable change in reality. 
Everything above it is private and personal. 
Everything below it is public and communicable. 
The Decision Architect stands here — at the exact 
boundary where the abstract Directive of the mind 
is forged into the concrete Instruction for the world. 

Destination Solution 
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— The Binary Threshold 
The operational finish line. The Mechanism version 
of the Desired Future State expressed as a 
specific, measurable, time-bound proof of arrival. 
A Destination is not correctly formed until it can be 
stated as a Binary Threshold — a True/False logic 
gate. Did we cross the line? If the answer requires 
judgment rather than verification, it is still a 
direction, not a Destination. 
The Destination serves the Expected Impact. 
Reaching it is not the goal. Reaching it in a way 
that triggers the Expected Impact is the goal. 

— The Irreversible Allocation 
The specific vehicle chosen to reach the 
Destination — one option selected from the 
territory, with the alternatives explicitly set aside 
and the Gamble named. 
A solution is not an idea. It becomes a commitment 
the moment time, money, or energy is allocated to 
it and cannot be retrieved. Selecting an option is 
still reversible. The Solution becomes real at the 
moment of Irreversible Allocation: when the 
resources are spent and the path behind closes. 
At that moment the Gamble is named — the cost 
consciously accepted as the allocation becomes 
permanent. 

 

The Chain — How the Nodes Connect 
The practitioner captures the Desired Future State first — private, unfiltered, before any constraint can 
limit it. That Narrative is translated into the Expected Impact — the specific, measurable change in the 
world that proves the Desired Future is real. The Expected Impact defines the Destination — the Binary 
Threshold that must be crossed for the Expected Impact to trigger. The Solution is the Irreversible 
Allocation that crosses it. 

Read backward to build: Every node must serve the one above it. The Solution must 
reach the Destination. The Destination must trigger the Expected Impact. The Expected 
Impact must realize the Desired Future State. When the backward chain holds at every 
link, the architecture has Provenance of Commitment. 
Read forward to verify: If the Solution is deployed, the Destination is reached. If the 
Destination is reached, the Expected Impact materializes. If the Expected Impact 
materializes, the Desired Future State is realized. If any link sounds like a leap of faith — it 
is. Rebuild before executing. 

 

Where the Decision Architect stands: 
If only the Directive is issued — the Desired Future without the Expected Impact — everyone 
runs in a general direction with no measurable way to know if they arrived. This is Speed to 
Illusion. 
If only the Instruction is issued — the Destination and Solution without the Expected Impact — 
the team executes flawlessly and generates nothing that matters. This is Motion without 
Progress. 
The Decision Architect stands at the Translation Point: taking the abstract Directive of 
the mind and forging it into the concrete Instruction for the world. Expected Impact is 
where that translation is completed. 

 

The Vertical Relationship: Strategy Altitude Stack 
Expected Impact is the crucial middle layer between the infinite and the finite. It translates abstract 
vision into measurable value. 
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PRIVATE LAYER 
──────────────────────────────────────── 
North Star (Root — Infinite, permanent, never reached) 

    ↓  Alignment filter. Any Expected Impact that violates it is rejected. 
Desired Future (Narrative anchor — enters first, session-specific) 

    ↓  The Desired Future becomes the Expected Impact when translated. 
─────────── TRANSLATION POINT ─────────── 
Expected Impact (First fully public node — Strategy altitude) 

    ↓  The Mechanism version of the Desired Future. Objectively verifiable. 
PUBLIC LAYER 
──────────────────────────────────────── 
Desired Outcome / KPIs (Strategy → Plan boundary) 
Milestones — Thresholds (Plan altitude) 
Action Plan (Plan altitude) 
Action Tasks + Instructions (Execution altitude) 
Data Points — Verification children (Execution altitude) 

 

Above Expected Impact: The North Star governs it. Any proposed Expected Impact that 
violates the North Star is rejected outright. Example: doubling Q3 revenue is not a valid 
Expected Impact if the North Star requires uncompromising product quality and that 
doubling requires cutting corners. 
Below Expected Impact: The Destination is the concrete operational finish line (launch 
the feature, close the deal, complete the restructure). Expected Impact is the payoff for 
crossing it. Reaching the Destination without triggering the Expected Impact means the 
hypothesis was wrong. 

 

The Horizontal Relationship: The Foundational Elements 
Expected Impact redefines how the person views the starting line and the clock. 

Foundational 
Element 

Relationship to Expected Impact 

Desired Future 
(Narrative anchor) 

The Desired Future is what the person wants expressed in their own 
language. Expected Impact is the Mechanism translation of that desire into 
an objective, verifiable outcome. The Desired Future is private. Expected 
Impact is the first fully public node. 

Current Situation 
(Origin) 

Expected Impact is the exact measurable delta between the Current Situation 
and the future reality. If the current situation is bleeding cash, the Expected 
Impact must be the specific stabilization or reversal of that cash flow — not a 
general improvement in wellbeing. 

Time Horizon 
(Tempo) 

The Time Horizon dictates the speed at which Expected Impact must 
materialize. If the horizon is too short for the impact to be realistic, the Initial 
Hypothesis must be revised before any architecture begins. A mismatch here 
is not a planning problem — it is a hypothesis problem. 
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The Operational Relationship: Logic Gates and Validation 
Expected Impact is the sharpest tool in the architecture for preventing work for the sake of work — the 
classic output versus outcome trap. 

The Bi-Directional Validation Check 
Expected Impact upgrades both directions of the validation check: 

Forward check: “If we reach this Destination, are we certain it will trigger the Expected 
Impact?” This prevents flawless execution of a plan that solves nothing. 
Backward check: “If the Expected Impact exists in the world, does the chain running 
backward from it connect validly to the Current Situation?” This confirms the architecture 
has Provenance of Commitment — every link genuinely justifies the one before it. 

 

The Impact Gate Filter 
At every Impact Gate in the Decision Tree, Expected Impact is the primary filter applied to proposed 
work. The gate asks one question before any task or milestone is approved: 

“Will this work reach the Destination in a way that preserves or amplifies the 
Expected Impact?” 

If the work reaches the Destination but dilutes the payoff, the gate rejects it and forces 
recursion to Potential Solutions. Reaching the destination is not the test. Generating the value 
is the test. 

 

The Chain Rule 
Every child node serves its immediate parent. Every parent is traceable to Expected Impact. The 
connection runs through the chain, not directly from every leaf to the root. A task that completes one 
step of one milestone does not need to justify itself against the full Expected Impact on every cycle — it 
needs to serve the milestone that serves the Action Plan that serves the Expected Impact. Traceability 
is maintained through the hierarchy, not by collapsing it. 

The Human Relationship: Private Stakes and Public Metrics 
Expected Impact has a direct tether to the private emotional reality of the person making the decision. 

In the public Decision Architecture: Expected Impact is the objective metric. “$5M in 
new ARR.” “Customer retention increases by 15%.” “Churn drops below 8%.” Clean, 
verifiable, communicable. 
In the private Thinking Record: The same metric carries a personal translation. “Hitting 
$5M ARR finally secures my position and removes my fear of financial exposure.” This is 
the Narrative version of the same Expected Impact — what it means to the person, not 
what it proves to the world. 
The public Expected Impact must be strong enough to satisfy the private stakes — or the 
person will lose motivation mid-execution. If the objective metric and the private translation are 
misaligned, the architecture is technically correct and psychologically hollow. The person will 
find reasons to abandon or undermine it. 
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Synthesis: What Expected Impact Prevents 
By isolating Expected Impact as its own explicitly verified node, the architecture stops three specific 
failure modes that destroy otherwise well-built plans: 

Failure mode How it happens How Expected Impact prevents it 

Motion without 
progress 

Work accumulates. Tasks complete. 
The destination is reached. Nothing 
changes in the world that matters. 
Expected Impact was never verified — 
the hypothesis that reaching the 
destination would produce value was 
assumed, not tested. 

The bi-directional validation check 
runs before architecture begins. 

Destination 
confusion 

The team confuses the operational 
finish line (launch the feature) with the 
actual goal (increase retention). They 
optimize for the finish line and miss the 
goal. 

Expected Impact sits above the 
Destination in the tree. The 
Destination serves it, not the other 
way around. 

Mid-execution 
collapse 

The person loses motivation after early 
milestones because the work does not 
feel connected to what they actually 
care about. The public metric and the 
private stakes were never reconciled. 

The human relationship check: 
public Expected Impact must satisfy 
private stakes or the architecture is 
hollow. 

 

PART 5 — THE TWO SESSION OUTPUTS 
 
Every completed session produces two primary documents and one optional retrieval instrument. The 
two primary documents apply the Dual Lens Principle to the outputs themselves — one holds the mind, 
one holds the world. They are structurally opposite in purpose, content, and reading direction. 

DOCUMENT 1 

The Thinking Record 
The Private Crucible — The Mind 

 
The Thinking Record is the black box flight recorder of the cognitive turbulence the decision-maker 
navigated. It is intentionally unpolished, capturing the unfiltered emotion, the confronted blind spots, the 
abandoned options, and the accepted risks. 

Rule of Boundary: 
The Thinking Record is strictly personal and private. It is never shared. If it becomes a 
communicable document, it loses its honesty. 

 

The Components of the Thinking Record 
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Original Capture — Raw Thinking — The raw, unedited Desired Future, Current State, and Tempo. 
Captured before the analytical mind was allowed to filter for realism. Includes the full Honest Questions 
— all three groups in the person’s exact words. 
The Gap Map — The first reality check — the implied milestones, the Gap Type, and the Critical 
Question. Built from the confirmed Mirror output. 
What the Confrontation Revealed — The psychological friction. The blind spots surfaced by Reality 
Check. The dual bridge divergence. The hardest truth the person did not want to see. 
The Statements — The synthesized, undeniable truths the person consciously owns. Two or three 
assertions in their own language, confirmed as genuinely held. 
The Decision — The What You Own — What was committed to. What was explicitly Set Aside. The 
Gamble — The Unknown: what was chosen despite, including all named costs to self and others. 
What Remains Open — The unresolvable tensions and conditions under which the decision should be 
revisited. The Evolve entry points. 
 

The Flow: Forward Reading (⇒) 
The Journey of Sense-Making. The Thinking Record flows chronologically forward. It tracks how a 
chaotic mind moves from raw instinct to a forged commitment. 

Raw Thinking → Gap Map → The Confrontation → Owned Statements → Clear-Eyed Decision → 
The Open Boundary 

 

 

The Thinking Record holds the Narrative layer. The Decision Architecture holds the 
Mechanism layer. 
This is not the same as private versus public, or emotional versus logical. It is the same three 
fundamental elements seen from two different positions: what you experienced, and what you 
built from that experience. The Thinking Record does not disappear into the Decision 
Architecture. It remains the honest record of what the commitment was built from — the 
provenance that makes the Decision Architecture auditable. 

 

DOCUMENT 2 

The Decision Architecture 
The Public Blueprint — The World 

 
The Decision Architecture is the load-bearing hypothesis. It strips away the emotional journey, the 
personal fears, and the psychological friction, leaving only the structural mechanics of the commitment. 
It is built to survive contact with reality and to be executed by others. 

Rule of Boundary: 
The Decision Architecture is clean and communicable. It translates internal clarity into external 
instructions. It is never a final plan — it is a structured hypothesis ready for the world. 
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The Components of the Decision Architecture 
Current State Reality — The verified factual baseline derived from the Raw Thinking, stripped of 
emotion. What is objectively true about the situation today. 
Statements — The 2–3 owned assertions that ground the strategy. Carried forward from the Thinking 
Record without modification. 
The Real Situation Map — The confirmed facts, the business and personal consequences at stake, 
and what the territory demands. The Impact Map — who and what is harmed by the current state, who 
benefits from it — is included here. Internal psychological friction is filtered out. 
Potential Solutions — The genuine options the territory made available, including the current state as 
a legitimate option. 
The Solution — The chosen path. One option from the territory, selected through the Final Check. 
The Impact Gate (Constraints & Blast Radius) — The reality check defining the solution’s blast 
radius — who benefits from the change, who pays its price, and what constraints and risks are built 
around. The Gamble is explicitly named here. 
Action Plan & Tasks — The discrete, atomic units of required work decomposed from the solution. 
Milestones (Thresholds) — Accumulation points carrying specific confirmation and failure signals. 
Thresholds determine whether the Feedback Loop activates. 
Desired Outcome (KPIs) — The measurable arrival point. The specific, verifiable signal that the 
solution produced what it was designed to produce. 
Expected Impact — The North Star actualized in the world. The long-term change the desired 
outcome was designed to create. 
 

The Flow: Backward Reading (←) 
The Architecture of Action — Backward Decision Design. The Decision Architecture refuses forward 
projection — the default disease of grabbing the first available solution and rushing forward into tasks 
and activity without proving the causal chain. BDD anchors to the end-state first and demands that 
every preceding step logically justify its existence. 

Expected Impact ← Desired Outcome (KPIs) ← Milestones (Thresholds) ← Action Plan & Tasks ← 
[The Impact Gate] ← The Solution ← Potential Solutions ← The Real Situation Map ← Statements 

← Current State Reality 

 

When the backward chain holds — every step genuinely justifies the step before it — 
the result is Provenance of Commitment: a verified causal chain from Expected 
Impact back to Current State Reality. 
When the chain breaks, the decision was a rationalization, not a truth. Provenance of 
Commitment is what BDD produces. Speed to Illusion is what forward projection produces. 

 

The Forward Sanity Check 
Once the backward chain is built, read it forward. If any link sounds like a leap of faith, the 
chain is broken before execution begins. 
IF we deploy this solution (the Irreversible Allocation)... 
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THEN we are structurally guaranteed to cross the destination (the Binary Threshold)... 
WHICH WILL directly trigger the Expected Impact (the measurable change in the world)... 
THEREBY achieving the Desired Future we committed to at the opening. 
Where most chains break: between the destination and the Expected Impact. The assumption 
that crossing the finish line will automatically produce the value is not causality — it is hope. If 
the IF/THEN chain does not hold all the way through to the Desired Future, the Expected 
Impact node was not verified before the architecture was built. 

 

 

The Macro-Duality: Experiencing vs. Auditing 
The true power of the SDA lies in how these two documents and their flows interact over time. Every 
significant duality in the framework maps onto one of three structural pairs. 

DUALITY 1  —  The Output Duality 
The Mind vs. The World 

The Thinking Record holds the subjective, messy, psychological truth — fears, blind spots, Set 
Aside options, and the Gamble. Built for you alone, to prevent you from lying to yourself later.  
The Decision Architecture holds the objective, logical, operational truth — the load-bearing 
mechanics stripped of emotional history. Built for execution and communication. 

 

DUALITY 2  —  The Directional Duality 
Experiencing vs. Auditing 

Forward Reading (⇒) is how you experience the SDA in real-time. You start with raw emotion, 
move through the friction of the Gap Map, synthesize your Statements, and arrive at an Clear-
Eyed Decision. It is the chronology of gaining clarity.  Backward Reading (←) is how you audit 
yourself months later. You trace your final commitment backward to see if it genuinely connects 
to your owned Statements and original Current State. If the chain breaks when read backward, 
the decision was a rationalization. Reading backward proves to your future self that you were 
not tricked — you made a conscious choice and accepted the Gamble. 

 

DUALITY 3  —  The Execution Duality 
Intention vs. Panic 

Backward Decision Design is how the Dual Lens executes. You lock the Expected Impact first 
and work strictly backward through the KPIs, Milestones, and Tasks. You do not act until the 
causal chain is proven. The output is Provenance of Commitment.  forward projection is what 
the SDA cures. It is the act of looking at a problem, grabbing the first available solution, and 
rushing forward into tasks without checking constraints, collateral damage, or root causes. Its 
output is Speed to Illusion — confident motion toward a destination that was never verified. 

 

 



SOLO DECISION ARCHITECTURE (SDA) FRAMEWORK Version 1.0  •  March 2026 
 

 
Solo Decision Architecture (SDA) Framework  ©  2026  •  v1.0 

48 

PART 6 — THE ALTITUDE HANDOFF PROTOCOL 
 
Every significant decision operates across three altitudes simultaneously. The SDA governs the 
Strategic Altitude — from the three fundamental elements through the Final Commitment and Expected 
Impact. Once Launch Conditions are authorized, the architecture hands off to the Tactical Altitude, and 
from there to the Operational Altitude. The SDA’s three process layers — Strategic, Tactical, and 
Operational — correspond to the BDA’s three organizational altitudes but are not the same concept: the 
BDA altitudes describe where people sit in the organizational hierarchy; the SDA altitudes describe 
which layer of the decision architecture is active. 

Altitude What it governs 

Strategic The SDA. From the three fundamental elements through Expected Impact, Gap 
Analysis, and Launch Conditions. Question: what is the destination and what must 
be true to reach it? 

Tactical The Forecasting Process. Milestone execution, phase management, resource 
allocation. Question: what closes the gap between each milestone? 

Operational Task-level execution. Named owners, completion definitions, confirmation and 
failure signals per task. Question: what specific actions produce each tactical 
outcome? 

 

The North Star Function at Handoff 

The authorized Destination becomes the North Star for the Tactical and Operational 
Altitudes — the fixed reference point against which every tactical and operational 
decision is tested. 
The Destination does not travel down into the tactical layer. It becomes the ceiling of it. 
Everything in the tactical and operational layers is a child of the Strategic Destination. None of it 
can contradict it. When a tactical decision would require changing the Destination, that is a 
Strategic re-entry trigger — not a tactical adjustment. 

 

Strategic → Tactical Transition 
The handoff occurs when the Final Commitment is made and Launch Conditions are authorized. What 
transfers and what does not: 

Category Detail 

What transfers Milestone Sequence with threshold definitions. Gap Map with blocking and 
constraining gaps classified and typed. Gap Solutions with selection 
rationale. Launch Conditions with named decision authority. The Fragility 
Point — named below. 

What does not 
transfer 

The planning reasoning and the eliminated options log — these stay with 
the practitioner for re-entry. The Raw Thinking record — this remains 
private and is never part of the tactical handoff. 
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The Fragility Point: 
The Gap Map’s single most critical blocking gap — the one most likely to break execution — is 
named explicitly at handoff and carried as a first-priority monitoring signal through the entire 
tactical layer. Every milestone review asks whether the Fragility Point has moved before any 
other assessment. 

 

Tactical → Operational Transition 
Category Detail 

What transfers Task list with named owners, completion definitions, and confirmation and 
failure signals per task. 

What does not 
transfer 

The planning reasoning. The re-entry logic. The option log. Operational 
actors execute. They do not need to know why the architecture was 
designed this way — only what to do and what signals to watch for. 

 

Re-entry Rules 
When execution breaks, the first determination is whether the failed element was an AND node 
(structural failure — escalate upward) or an OR node (option failure — return to the option log at that 
block and pull the next available option). 

Failure signal Re-entry altitude and first action 

Task produces wrong result Operational. Adjust action plan. Gap solution may still be valid. 

Milestone threshold fails Tactical. Re-enter at Gap Solutions. Pull next option from log at 
that block. 

Gap Solution proves 
inadequate 

Strategic. Re-enter at Gap Analysis. Problem statement may need 
to be reframed. 

Destination proves 
unreachable 

Strategic. Re-enter at Destination Options. Pull next option from 
log. Re-run Success Proof and GATE. 

North Star shifts Strategic. New session. Apply Rule of Isolation. 
 

THE SDA AS A PRACTICAL AI GOVERNANCE PROTOCOL 
 
The dominant conversation about AI governance addresses policy, regulation, and organizational 
oversight. These are important. But the most consequential AI governance problem operates at a level 
below all of them — the moment an individual uses an AI tool to think through a decision they cannot 
avoid and cannot afford to get wrong. 
At that moment, there is no governance architecture that protects the authenticity of the human’s 
thinking. AI participates in the generative moment before the human has fully expressed what they 
actually want. The result is not a decision the human made with AI assistance. It is a decision AI helped 
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form before the human knew what they were forming. Policy frameworks cannot reach this moment. 
Organizational oversight cannot govern it. Only a practitioner-level protocol can. 

The SDA’s Structural Response 
The Stage 1/Stage 2 separation is a practical governance protocol for that moment. Stage 1 is human-
only — no AI participates in Raw Thinking capture. This is not a preference. It is a structural rule 
embedded in the methodology’s architecture. The AI cannot enter until the human’s authentic thinking 
is fully expressed and locked in the record. 
Stage 2 introduces AI as a transformative instrument working on verified human-produced material — 
guiding the translation from raw expression to logical architecture, challenging the frame, surfacing 
what the practitioner wanted to keep invisible, and naming the consequences of the commitment the 
practitioner is building toward. The AI never generates thinking on the human’s behalf. Every output the 
AI produces in Stage 2 must be traceable to something the practitioner expressed in Stage 1. If the AI 
cannot make that trace, it asks rather than infers. 

This is what makes the SDA an AI governance protocol, not just a decision methodology: it 
specifies, structurally, when AI may participate in human thinking and what it may and may 
not do when it does. 

 

Why This Matters Nationally 
The United States is navigating a moment where AI participation in professional judgment is 
accelerating faster than governance frameworks can address it. The SDA offers something policy 
frameworks cannot — a practitioner-level governance protocol deployable without institutional 
infrastructure, available to any knowledge worker, designed to protect authentic human judgment at the 
exact moment AI tools are most likely to compromise it. 
This is not a theoretical contribution. It is a working methodology with a deployed tool at 
convoking4.com, a published open-discipline specification under CC BY 4.0, and a growing practitioner 
user base. The governance protocol is in use by real practitioners making real decisions in the 
environment the protocol was designed to govern. 

 

APPENDIX A — LIVE USE CASE WALKTHROUGHS 
 
Three walkthroughs showing the SDA in use across different solo business situations. Each traces the 
full session from Raw Thinking through the Final Commitment, showing how the framework handles the 
specific cognitive pattern shaping each person’s thinking. 
These are illustrative examples built to show how the framework produces different outputs for different 
situations and archetypes. The structure in each case is identical. What changes is what the person 
brings to it. 

 

USE CASE 1 
The Opportunity Chaser 
Solo Indie SaaS — One-person micro-SaaS founder 
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Situation 
Deciding whether to pivot 70% of development time into a trending AI feature after seeing sudden 
competitor traction and social media hype. 
Archetype shaping the thinking: Opportunity Chaser — the fear of missing the wave is driving 
urgency faster than the evidence justifies. 

Pre-Entry Calibration 
Triage level: ADAPT — The AI shift is a permanent baseline change, not a temporary shock. The 
core product model is still viable — it needs repositioning, not reinvention. A full Transform would be 
disproportionate. 
Primary impact dimension: System — Time and runway are the binding constraints. The Gap 
Map’s greatest friction lives in the resource consequence fields. 

1  —  Raw Thinking Capture 
Desired Future State: “I want to be the go-to AI tool for solopreneurs doing customer support. $15k 
MRR in 9 months, fully automated so I can finally take real time off.” 
Current State: “I’m at $4.2k MRR with my current email automation tool. I spend 25 hours/week on 
support tickets myself. Burnout is real.” 
Tempo: “I need to decide this month or the AI wave will pass me by.” 

2  —  Mirror → Gap Map 
The Gap Map shows the Desired Future requires a complete rebuild in AI. The backward bridge from 
the Expected Impact — $15k MRR, 10 hrs/week — back to the Current State reveals only 8 weeks of 
runway and zero AI engineering experience. The divergence is explicit: speed-to-market against 
technical debt and cash burn. 
Dual Lens: The opportunity is real AND the current capacity makes a full pivot dangerous. Both are 
true simultaneously. The Binary Threshold — $15k MRR by the 9-month mark — can be reached 
with a lighter solution than a full rebuild. 

3  —  Reality Check → Owned Statements 
“I am chasing this because I’m scared of being left behind, not because my current product has run 
out of road.” 
“My real bottleneck is time, not features.” 

4  —  Decide Phase 
Solution (Irreversible Allocation): Build a lightweight MVP of the AI feature in 6 weeks using no-
code tools and the existing stack. No full pivot. 
Set Aside: Full rebuild and abandoning the current product line. 
Gamble: “I am carrying the risk that I burn 4 weeks of runway and the feature flops, leaving me with 
even less time for core support.” 
Final Check: Forward and backward passes hold. Lightweight MVP reaches the Destination without 
destroying the resource base. The founder bears the time cost consciously. 

5  —  Two Outputs 
Thinking Record (Private): Captures the exact moment the Opportunity Chaser pattern almost 
hijacked the decision and how the Dual Lens pulled it back. The evolution from ‘full pivot’ to 
‘lightweight MVP’ is classified as Sharpening, not Retreat — the desire did not shrink, the vehicle 
became more precise. 
Decision Architecture (Public):  
Expected Impact: Financial sustainability + 10 hrs/week creative time ←  Destination (Binary 
Threshold): $15k MRR with ≥10 hrs/week operations by month 9 ←  Solution (Irreversible Allocation): 
6-week no-code AI MVP built on existing stack 
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USE CASE 2 
The Risk Mitigator 
Solo Management Consultant — Independent practice 

Situation 
Deciding whether to sign a $45k 6-month corporate retainer contract that has early warning signs of 
scope creep and payment delays. 
Archetype shaping the thinking: Risk Mitigator — every red flag is visible and being weighted 
equally, threatening to paralyze a decision that has genuine merit. 

Pre-Entry Calibration 
Triage level: COPE → ADAPT — The immediate threat is cash concentration risk — a Cope-level 
situation. But the revised contract terms, if negotiated successfully, produce a permanent 
improvement in client onboarding structure (Adapt). The Asymmetrical Response is intentional: Cope 
to stabilize, Adapt to improve. 
Primary impact dimension: Stakeholder — The primary change is relational — who is involved, 
under what terms. The Gap Map’s greatest friction lives in the human consequence fields. 

1  —  Raw Thinking Capture 
Desired Future State: “Stable $60k+ quarterly revenue so I can stop chasing new leads every 
month and finally build the thought-leadership content I actually enjoy.” 
Current State: “I’m at $28k this quarter, 60% from one client that already ghosts invoices. I’m 
exhausted from proposal writing.” 
Tempo: “I need to sign or decline by end of this week.” 

2  —  Mirror → Gap Map 
The Desired Future requires predictable cash. The Current State plus the contract terms show a high 
probability of late payments and 30% extra unpaid hours. The backward bridge from the Expected 
Impact — stable quarterly revenue — to the Current State reveals the gap is not the contract itself 
but the absence of structural protections in it. 
Dual Lens: The risk is real AND the contract has genuine merit. The Risk Mitigator pattern treats all 
risk as equivalent — the Dual Lens prevents this. The real question is whether this risk is 
manageable with better terms, not whether risk exists at all. 

3  —  Reality Check → Owned Statements 
“This contract looks like stability on paper but is actually trading one type of instability for another.” 
“My archetype makes me see every red flag, which is useful — but I’m letting it paralyze me from any 
growth.” 

4  —  Decide Phase 
Solution (Irreversible Allocation): Sign a heavily revised version with 50% upfront, strict scope 
guardrails, and a 30-day exit clause. 
Set Aside: Walking away entirely and signing the full-risk original contract. 
Gamble: “I am carrying the risk that even with the new terms the client still drags payments and I 
lose 3 weeks chasing them while turning down smaller, cleaner work.” 
Final Check: Forward and backward passes hold. The revised contract reaches the Destination 
without the full concentration risk. The Gamble is specific and bounded. 

5  —  Two Outputs 
Thinking Record (Private): Captures the internal Risk Mitigator voice that almost killed the deal and 
how the framework forced it to name the acceptable risk. The Destination Doubt test confirmed this 
was Solution Doubt, not Destination Doubt — the desired future did not change, only the vehicle. 
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Decision Architecture (Public):  
Expected Impact: Stable quarterly revenue + time for thought-leadership work ←  Destination (Binary 
Threshold): $60k+ quarterly revenue with ≤80% client concentration by Q2 ←  Solution (Irreversible 
Allocation): Revised contract signed with 50% upfront + scope guardrails + 30-day exit 

 

USE CASE 3 
The Optimizer 
Solo E-Commerce — Handmade physical products, Etsy + Shopify 

Situation 
Deciding whether to invest $6k and 4 weeks into AI automation for order fulfillment, customer service, 
and inventory management. 
Archetype shaping the thinking: Optimizer — the drive to measure and systematize is keeping the 
person in research mode and away from the creative work that is the actual goal. 

Pre-Entry Calibration 
Triage level: ADAPT — The current state is degrading steadily but is not a crisis. The core business 
model is viable — what needs to change is the operational load, not the identity or the market 
position. Adapt, not Transform. 
Primary impact dimension: Process — The change is primarily about how fulfillment and support 
get done. The Gap Map’s greatest friction lives in the operational workflow fields. 

1  —  Raw Thinking Capture 
Desired Future State: “I want to cut fulfillment and support time from 22 hrs/week to under 6 hrs so I 
can design new products and actually enjoy running the business again.” 
Current State: “I’m drowning in manual Etsy/Shopify orders, returns, and DMs. Revenue is flat at 
$9k/month because I have zero creative time.” 
Tempo: “I need this fixed before Q4 holiday rush or I’ll burn out completely.” 

2  —  Mirror → Gap Map 
The Desired Future requires automation. The Current State shows highly manual processes and low 
technical comfort. The backward bridge from the Expected Impact — creative freedom and sustained 
operations — reveals the $6k spend is recoverable in 3 months only if adoption is fast enough before 
Q4. 
Dual Lens: The Optimizer pattern wants to evaluate every tool perfectly before committing AND the 
Tempo makes perfect evaluation impossible. Both are true. The Dual Lens prevents the research 
loop from masquerading as diligence. The Binary Threshold — ≤6 hrs/week operations by Q4 — is 
only reachable if a decision is made now. 

3  —  Reality Check → Owned Statements 
“I keep optimizing because it feels safe and measurable, but the real win is buying back my creative 
time.” 
“The hidden beneficiary of the current chaos is my perfectionism — it lets me avoid the risk of new 
product ideas failing.” 

4  —  Decide Phase 
Solution (Irreversible Allocation): Phased rollout — start with AI customer service and inventory 
only (3-week pilot). Full stack only if pilot error rate stays under 2%. 
Set Aside: All-or-nothing $6k full-stack overhaul and doing nothing until after Q4. 
Gamble: “I am carrying the risk that the AI tools create more errors than they solve in the first 30 
days and I lose customer trust during peak season.” 
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Final Check: Forward and backward passes hold. Customer trust is the primary collateral risk — the 
phased approach manages it without surrendering the Tempo constraint. 

5  —  Two Outputs 
Thinking Record (Private): Captures how the Optimizer pattern almost turned the decision into 
endless tool research. The hidden beneficiary insight — perfectionism protecting against the fear of 
new product failure — is the moment the framework produced its most important output: not a better 
plan, but an honest reason. 
Decision Architecture (Public):  
Expected Impact: Creative freedom + sustainable Q4 operations ←  Destination (Binary Threshold): 
≤6 hrs/week fulfillment + error rate <2% by November 1 ←  Solution (Irreversible Allocation): 3-week 
AI customer service + inventory pilot, $3k phase-one spend 

 

USE CASE 4 
The Architect's Honest Limit 
Session terminates as Abandon — no Final Commitment produced 

Situation 
A solo service business owner deciding whether to dissolve a three-year partnership and continue the 
business alone. The partnership has become operationally dysfunctional and is creating legal exposure. 
The separation is necessary. The question is whether to keep the business after the separation or close it 
entirely. 
Archetype shaping the thinking: Risk Mitigator overlaid with deep personal loyalty — the 
pattern is not pure risk avoidance but grief. The person cannot clearly separate what they want 
from what they feel they owe. 

Pre-Entry Calibration 
Triage level: TRANSFORM — the partnership structure cannot be preserved. The business 
model and operating identity must be rebuilt regardless of which path is chosen. 
Primary impact dimension: Stakeholder — every element of the desired future involves who 
remains, who exits, and under what terms. 

1 — Raw Thinking Capture 
Desired Future State: “I want to keep the business. I built it. I don’t want to walk away from 
something I spent three years on. But I also can’t keep running it like this.” 
Current State: “We’re at $180k revenue, split 50/50, but I’m doing 80% of the work and 
absorbing 100% of the stress. We haven’t spoken as friends in eight months. Two clients have 
already asked what’s going on.” 
Tempo: “The legal situation forces a decision within 60 days.” 

2 — Mirror → Gap Map 
The Mirror reflects the Desired Future back accurately: keep the business, but not like this. The Gap Map 
reveals the territory. Keeping the business solo requires buying out the partner's equity, restructuring two 
client contracts, and operating at reduced capacity for at least six months while the transition stabilizes. 
The backward bridge from the Expected Impact — a stable, self-directed business — to the Current State 
passes through a 60-day legal process, a capital outlay, and an unknown period of client uncertainty. 
Dual Lens: The business is worth keeping AND the current person cannot clearly distinguish 
between wanting to keep it and not wanting to admit it was a mistake. Both are true. The 
architecture cannot resolve that distinction for them. 
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3 — Reality Check → Owned Statements 
"I cannot separate whether I want this business or whether I cannot tolerate the feeling of 
walking away from it." 
"The business is viable. I am not certain I am viable inside it right now." 

4 — Loop Cycles: Three attempts, no convergence 
Cycle 1 — Original hypothesis: keep the business solo. The architecture builds. The Gamble is named. At 
the Final Check, the forward pass fails: the person cannot state with conviction that deploying the buyout 
capital will produce the Expected Impact. The doubt is not about the plan. It is about the destination. 
Cycle 2 — Revised hypothesis: close the business, start fresh. The architecture builds differently. At the 
Final Check, the same failure: the person cannot confirm the Expected Impact. The doubt persists. The 
diagnostic question is applied: if the constraints were removed, would they return to keeping it? Answer: 
yes. This is classified as Retreat, not Sharpening. Cycle 2 is discarded. 
Cycle 3 — Convergence assessment required. The architecture surfaces the honest limit: the doubt that 
remains is not analytical. The person knows the facts. They know the options. What they do not know is 
whether they are ready to commit. The architecture cannot resolve that. 

5 — Termination: Abandon 
The session closes without a Final Commitment. The Thinking Record captures everything: the three Raw 
Thinking captures, the two classification cycles, the Retreat diagnosis, and the honest limit statement. No 
Decision Architecture is produced because no decision was made. 

What the Thinking Record preserves: 
The full session is stored. When the person is ready to return — after legal resolution, after time, 
after the circumstances that were blocking clarity have shifted — the prior work is available. The 
next session does not start from scratch. It starts from where this one ended. 
This is not a failed session. It is the architecture working correctly: refusing to produce a 
commitment the person is not ready to make, and preserving the work so the readiness, when it 
arrives, has something to build on. 

 

 

What These Cases Show 
Across all four situations, the session structure is identical. What differs is what each person brings to it. 
The Raw Thinking capture prevented the analytical brain from filtering each person’s real goal before it 
was documented. The Opportunity Chaser wanted time off, not just revenue. The Risk Mitigator wanted 
growth, not just safety. The Optimizer wanted creative time, not just efficiency. None of those goals 
would have survived unmodified if analysis had run first. 

In the first three cases, the Gap Map broke the Binary Illusion: full pivot or do nothing, sign or walk 
away, full overhaul or manual forever. In all three cases the committed solution was a third option the 
binary framing had made invisible. 

The fourth case shows something different: the session terminates as Abandon. No third option was 
surfaced, because the block was not analytical. The Gap Map worked correctly. The architecture held. 
What the framework could not produce was readiness — the internal condition required to commit to 
any path. The honest output was the Thinking Record of three failed convergence attempts, preserved 
for when the conditions change. The framework’s contribution was refusing to manufacture a 
commitment that was not genuine. 
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The Gamble in each case was named explicitly before the commitment closed. Each person 
documented a specific risk they could see clearly and chose to carry anyway. That is what 
distinguishes a conscious decision from a rationalization — not the absence of risk, but the 
honest acknowledgment of it. 

 

 

The governing principle: 
The SDA does not tell you what to want. Its sole purpose is to ensure that 

whatever destination the architecture ultimately serves has been genuinely 
chosen — with full awareness of what it costs, what it requires, and what it 

produces. 

 

Validation Through Professional Practice 
The use cases and diagnostic instruments in this document were developed and validated through 
Monica Hernandez’s professional practice across product management, digital transformation, and 
organizational strategy engagements in the United States and Latin America. 
The three decision archetypes — the Opportunity Chaser, the Risk Mitigator, and the Optimizer — 
reflect recurring patterns Monica identified across practitioner engagements. The Architect’s Honest 
Limit case reflects the framework’s honest boundary — the point at which structure cannot substitute 
for readiness. These cases are not hypothetical illustrations. They are practitioner-derived validations of 
the framework’s diagnostic accuracy. 

 

OPEN QUESTIONS AND RESEARCH AGENDA 
 
The SDA’s first publication opens more questions than it closes. Five research directions are 
particularly important — both for the framework’s development and for the broader field of practitioner-
grade AI governance. 

1. 
How does the Stage 1/Stage 2 AI boundary perform across different practitioner archetypes 
and decision contexts — and what adaptations does it require for high-stakes irreversible 
decisions versus iterative exploratory ones? 

 

2. 
What is the relationship between the Hidden Beneficiary pattern and decision abandonment 
rates in organizational transformation initiatives — specifically, how often does naming the 
hidden beneficiary produce Abandon as a termination state rather than a revised commitment? 

 

3. 
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How do the four Dual Lens Diagnostic Instruments perform when applied to team-level 
decisions in the BDA organizational layer versus individual SDA sessions — and does the 
practitioner application surface different hidden beneficiary patterns than the organizational 
application? 

 

4. 
What is the measured impact of Raw Thinking capture on decision ownership — specifically on 
the practitioner’s willingness to name the Gamble explicitly at commitment and to maintain that 
acknowledgment through execution? 

 

5. 
How does the SDA’s practitioner-level AI governance protocol interact with organizational-level 
AI governance frameworks in enterprise environments — and where does the individual 
protocol create friction with organizational AI deployment policies? 

 
These questions form the research agenda Monica Hernandez is pursuing through BC-DS practice and 
the Convoking4™ platform’s user experience data as the tool scales. 
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