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About this paper 
This paper is a proposition to test, not a model to adopt. It offers a complete-at-shallower-depth view of the 
Frontier Capability Organisation: the problem, the proposal, the practical lens, the safeguards, the 
experiments and the questions that remain open. 

READ THIS AS  An authored enquiry grounded in lived observation, architecture and bounded 
experiments. Coherent enough to challenge; unfinished enough to be changed by evidence. 

 

How to read this 
 Read straight through for the enquiry and argument. 
 Follow the hand-drawn artefacts to see where the thinking came from. 
 Use the formal models when a distinction needs to be precise enough to apply or challenge. 
 Stop after this paper and you should still hold the full picture. Go deeper only when evidence, 

specification or implementation detail becomes useful. 

ACCESSIBILITY  Every significant visual has authored alternative text and a visible textual 
explanation. Colour reinforces meaning; it does not carry meaning alone. 
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A ROUTE THROUGH THE ENQUIRY  Use this route to move through the enquiry. The document 
structure also supports digital navigation. 
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MOVEMENT 1 

A very good Monday morning 
Imagine arriving in a team on a Monday morning and being told the good news. The new AI assistant has 
removed most first drafts. Cases move faster. Summaries appear before anyone asks for them. The 
backlog that dominated Friday's leadership meeting is already falling. On the dashboard, almost every 
arrow points the right way. 

It is, by any reasonable measure, a success. 

Then a new joiner, a few weeks into the job, asks a question that nobody quite has an answer for. If the 
system now does the first pass, where do I learn to do the first pass well enough to know when the system 
is wrong? 

It isn't an awkward question because it's hostile. It's awkward because the room genuinely doesn't have an 
answer. There is an answer for productivity. There isn't yet one for capability. 

If the system now does the first pass, where do I learn to do it 
well enough to know when the system is wrong? 

I want to be honest about where this paper comes from, because I think it matters for how you read it. I 
didn't set out to write about organisational capability, judgement, or anything resembling a new model for 
how businesses should work. I started with a much smaller, much more practical question: how do we 
help organisations adopt AI safely? That's it. That was the brief I set myself. 

I kept finding that the obvious answer wasn't quite sufficient. Safe adoption, I assumed, was mostly a 
governance problem - policies, approvals, acceptable use. So I went looking at governance. But 
governance kept raising a harder question underneath it: when a task moves between a person, a platform 
and an agent, who is actually responsible for the outcome? That's not a policy question. It's an operating-
model question. So I went looking at operating models. 

And the operating-model question kept raising something harder still. If you redesign how work flows 
between humans and machines, you have to decide which activities change, which disappear entirely, and 
- this is the bit that kept nagging at me - what else those activities had been doing for the organisation 
besides producing their obvious output. 

That's where I started to suspect I wasn't investigating an AI adoption problem any more. I was investigating 
a capability problem that AI had simply made visible faster and more urgently than anything before it. 

This paper follows that question all the way down: through work, capability, judgement, authority and 
eventually to a proposition about what I'm calling a Frontier Capability Organisation. I'll explain what that 
means properly, but not yet. If I introduce the model before you've felt the problem, you'll experience it as 
architecture rather than as something true. I'd rather you arrive at the five ideas underneath it the way I did: 
a bit reluctantly, one uncomfortable question at a time. 

We are very good at counting what work produces. Output is visible. It can be measured, dashboarded and 
celebrated in a town hall. We are much worse at counting what work teaches the person doing it - the 
practice, the mistakes, the small corrections, the accumulated sense of when something is about to go 
wrong before it does. That second thing doesn't show up on a dashboard. It becomes visible once it's gone, 
and usually not until someone needs it and it isn't there. 
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None of this is an argument against automation. Some work genuinely is drudgery, and removing it is an 
unambiguous good. Some tasks are poor teachers - repetitive in a way that produces boredom rather than 
judgement. The honest question isn't 'should we automate this?' It is 'what was this task actually 
producing, besides the thing we can see, and do we still need that second thing?' 

THE FIRST UNCOMFORTABLE QUESTION 

DON'T ASK ONLY WHAT AI CAN DO. ASK WHAT 
HAPPENS TO THE WORK WHEN AI DOES IT. 

What happens to output? To learning? To judgement? To authority? To people? And what happens 
six months later? 

 

I want to show you something  → 
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MOVEMENT 2 

The excavation 
I want to show you something, because a drawing captures this better than I can in words. 

 

Thinking artefact: the excavation with an unexplained red route. 

The red line? We will come back to that. 

What you're looking at is roughly what the enquiry actually felt like. Not a tidy, linear investigation that 
moved from problem to solution. A messy, uneven descent, where almost every time I thought I'd reached 
bedrock, there was another question underneath it. 

Safe adoption led to governance: who may use the system, for what purpose, with what evidence, under 
whose accountability? That seemed answerable until I noticed that governance frameworks are good at 
saying what people must not do, and much weaker at saying what an organisation is actually trying to 
become. 

Governance led to the operating model: where does responsibility sit when a task is shared between a 
person, a platform and an agent that can act on its own initiative? That seemed answerable too, until I 
noticed that most operating models assume a stable boundary between human and machine work - a 
boundary that agentic AI is actively dissolving, task by task, faster than most governance documents can 
be rewritten. 

The operating model led to work itself. Which activities change, which disappear, which become newly 
possible? The moment I asked that question properly, I had to ask what those activities had been doing 
besides producing their visible output - which took me to capability. 

Capability led to judgement. If a system can produce a plausible-looking answer in seconds, who remains 
capable of recognising when that answer is subtly wrong, or right for the wrong reasons, or correct in 
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general but inappropriate in this particular, awkward, human case? Judgement, I realised, is not a 
possession. It accumulates through exposure to exactly the kind of situations that automation is best at 
removing. 

Judgement led to authority. Having good judgement and having the right to act on it are not the same thing, 
and conflating them is how organisations end up either paralysed by caution or exposed by 
overconfidence. 

And authority led back to evidence, and to learning - because none of this is static. The question an 
organisation needs to keep asking isn't 'have we solved this?' It is 'how would we know if we were wrong?' 

 

Thinking artefact: the excavation without the shortcut. 

The drawing isn't architecture. It is a thinking artefact - a record of the route by which a simple-sounding 
problem turned into a much bigger one. I'm showing it to you not to impress you with complexity, but to be 
honest about where the ideas in this paper came from. They weren't designed top-down. They were 
excavated, slowly, by following 'that doesn't quite fit' wherever it led. 

Eventually, the AI adoption question had become a capability question. And a capability question, it turns 
out, is an organisational question - not an IT one. 

A CHANGE OF QUESTION 

WORK CREATES MORE THAN OUTPUT. 

Practice. Correction. Experience. Judgement. 
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MOVEMENT 3 

What capability actually is 
Here is a small scene that happens more often than most organisations admit. 

A new joiner watches an experienced colleague reject an AI-generated recommendation that looks, on the 
face of it, excellent. Nothing in the output itself signals the problem. The recommendation is well-
formatted, well-reasoned and confidently stated. But the expert has seen this pattern before - not this 
exact case, but something close enough - and knows the one detail that changes everything. They ask a 
single question that the system never would have thought to ask, and the recommendation collapses. 

Afterwards, the new joiner asks the obvious thing: how did you know to ask that? 

There usually isn't a tidy answer. It isn't a course they can point to, or a manual, or a single rule they 
memorised. It is years of cases. Mistakes they made early on and were corrected for. Reviews where 
someone more senior explained, patiently, why an answer that looked fine was actually fine only nine times 
out of ten. Conversations in corridors that never got written down anywhere. 

Work, in other words, has a hidden curriculum. The visible curriculum is the task: draft the document, close 
the ticket, prepare the assessment, write the code. The hidden curriculum is everything the task was 
teaching along the way - pattern recognition, the confidence to challenge an authoritative-looking answer, 
the instinct for which exceptions actually matter. 

Capability is not a possession. It lives in a configuration, in 
context. 

This is why capability and skill aren't the same thing, even though we tend to use them interchangeably. 
Skill is something you can test for in isolation. Capability is more contextual. It exists in the relationship 
between a person, a situation, the tools and information available, the authority to act, and the 
consequences of getting it wrong. 

 

Capability is more than skill: a contextual configuration around a valued outcome. 
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This distinction matters once you start making development decisions. If someone is missing authority, 
sending them on a course solves nothing. If someone is missing practice, a knowledge test solves nothing. 
A huge amount of corporate learning and development activity assumes capability gaps are skill gaps, and 
treats them with the only tool it has - content - when the gap is opportunity, context or trust. 

Long before I had language for FCO, I had seen one part of this pattern in real life. At GSK, the Power 
Rangers started with eight curious people meeting for an hour a week. They learned together, experimented 
and solved real business problems close to the work. The movement later grew to more than 4,500 people 
across more than 70 countries. I would not claim that this was a Frontier Capability Organisation; the 
model did not exist. Looking backwards through this lens, though, I recognise something important. The 
asset was not one app, report or automation. It was the growing ability of people to see opportunities, work 
safely, share patterns, help one another and improve the organisation from inside it. 

SEEN BEFORE  Communities can form and propagate capability when people work on meaningful 
problems with enough permission, support and safe-enough guardrails. That is an observed pattern, 
not proof of the whole FCO proposition. 

 
That example offers a more hopeful answer to the new joiner. The loss of an old developmental task does 
not have to mean the loss of development. Practice can be redesigned. Reviewing an AI system's first pass 
can become a deliberate learning activity. Exception handling can be shared rather than hoarded. 
Simulated practice can replace exposure that no longer appears naturally. The shape may change. The 
organisational responsibility does not. 

Capability debt 
There is a harder version of this problem at the level of the whole organisation: capability debt. 

Picture an executive looking at a compelling business case. Faster throughput, starting now. Lower cost, 
starting now. A dependency risk that probably won't surface for eighteen months to two years, buried 
somewhere in the risk register under a label nobody reads carefully. A more honest framing is that the 
organisation is borrowing capability from its future self, and the loan terms are currently invisible. 

That doesn't make the borrowing wrong. Sometimes it is rational. The problem is debt nobody named, 
nobody bounded, nobody owns and nobody intends to repay. That's not a trade-off. That's decay wearing a 
strategy's clothes. 

DURATION 

How long before temporary 
becomes structural? 

CONCENTRATION 

How much can sit with one 
person, team or supplier? 

RECONSTITUTION 

What would it take, and how 
long, to rebuild? 

So we now have two ideas sitting next to each other. Work does more than produce output; it produces 
capability too, and automation can remove both at once without anyone noticing the second one going. 
Organisations already make capability trade-offs, often without naming them, which is precisely how they 
turn into fragility. 
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What would an organisation look like if it took that seriously?  → 

MOVEMENT 4 

Introducing the proposition 
At some point in this excavation, the question I'd arrived at stopped being 'how do we adopt AI safely?' and 
became something bigger: what would an organisation look like if it took capability - its formation, 
distribution and renewal - as seriously as it currently takes delivery and value? 

I call the proposition a Frontier Capability Organisation. Frontier AI usually refers to the most capable 
models at the edge of what is technically possible. Microsoft's Frontier Firm describes organisations being 
reshaped around that technology. I'm using the word differently, and deliberately so. 

The frontier I mean isn't a model capability or product category. It is the edge every organisation reaches, in 
any domain, where its existing routines stop being sufficient and someone still has to decide what to do. AI 
is pushing many organisations towards that edge now. It is the right place to test the idea. It isn't the idea 
itself. 

The frontier is the edge where the map runs out and someone 
still has to decide what to do. 

Five ideas held together 
An FCO is an organisation that treats five things as explicit, connected concerns rather than separate 
initiatives remembered in different meetings by different people. 

 First: productivity and capability are not the same thing. A change can make this quarter's numbers 
look better while removing the conditions that would have produced next year's expertise. 

 Second: capability is more than skill. It is a configuration - context, tools, relationships, evidence, 
authority and practice acting together - not a property a person simply has or does not have. 

 Third: judgement needs bounds. Trust, competence and confidence do not create the right to act. 
Authority has to be granted deliberately by someone accountable for granting it. 

 Fourth: capability has to renew. It is formed, used, evidenced, challenged and changed over time, not 
acquired once and assumed to remain intact. 

 Fifth: the whole proposition has to be able to fail. A model that cannot name what would prove it wrong 
is not serious. It is a slogan with good production values. 
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The irreducible FCO core: five ideas held together. 

What is actually new? 
I didn't invent the components. Organisational learning, workforce planning, knowledge management, 
enterprise architecture, dynamic capabilities and AI governance are established disciplines. 

A sceptical reader is entitled to push harder than 'it connects things', so let me be direct. Organisational 
learning can tell you how people acquire knowledge. It doesn't typically ask who is allowed to act on it. 
Workforce planning can tell you where headcount gaps may appear. It doesn't usually ask what invisible 
practice disappeared when a task was automated. Enterprise architecture can tell you how systems and 
data connect. It isn't built to ask whether judgement is draining out of the organisation while systems get 
tidier. Knowledge management can capture what is known. It has no mechanism for noticing what is about 
to stop being learned. Dynamic capability theory can tell you organisations need to sense, seize and 
transform. It doesn't tell you who remains accountable when an agent does the seizing. AI governance can 
tell you whether a system was approved. It doesn't tell you whether this action, right now, was authorised. 

Each discipline is good at what it does. None, on its own, holds capability formation, bounded authority 
and renewal in the same frame, continuously, as one connected question. That is the gap this proposition 
tries to fill. It is the question that falls through the gaps between them. 

THE PROPOSITION 

ARE WE FORMING THE CAPABILITY WE WILL NEED 
NEXT - OR SIMPLY CONSUMING THE CAPABILITY WE 
ALREADY HAVE? 
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How an FCO works 
An organisation senses that something consequential is changing. It frames the actual question, forms the 
capability it will need, and mobilises that capability into the situations where it matters. Someone decides 
and acts inside bounded authority. The action produces evidence. The organisation learns, then renews 
what it does next. 

 

How an FCO works: a constitutional loop, not a guaranteed flywheel. 

This is not a flywheel that spins on its own. Sensing a signal doesn't authorise action. Evidence doesn't 
make a decision; it informs one. Delegating action to an agent doesn't remove accountability. Learning may 
legitimately stop the cycle if the evidence says the approach is wrong. 

This is where the new joiner gets an answer rather than a sympathetic shrug. The response to 'where do I 
learn to do the first pass?' is not to preserve the old task out of sentiment. It is to treat the lost practice as a 
visible gap and deliberately redesign where the practice happens. 

The executive gets a sharper question too: what capability are we consuming, how long will we carry the 
debt, how concentrated can the exposure become, and how would we rebuild if we suddenly needed it? 

Projects and products remain necessary. Projects deliver bounded change. Products own persistent value. 
An FCO adds a question neither is obliged to ask: across all this delivery and value creation, are we 
becoming more capable, or merely more productive? 

MOVEMENT 5 

Making it small enough for reality to answer 
back 
Here is where most frameworks go wrong. They arrive at an elegant model and ask the organisation to 
adopt it - to 'become' an FCO, as though that were a destination announced in a town hall. 

I do not think that is how this should work. Take one consequential problem, make it small enough that 
reality has a chance to answer back, and let the result teach you something true rather than something 
convenient. 
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THE PRACTICAL DISCIPLINE 

DON'T TRANSFORM THE ORGANISATION. FIND ONE 
PLACE WHERE REALITY CAN ANSWER BACK. 

One consequential challenge. Legitimate authority. An honest baseline. One bounded change. 
Evidence allowed to surprise you. 

 
Name one challenge where AI or another change is altering work, judgement or who depends on whom. Be 
honest about who may decide. Establish a baseline. Make one bounded change, not a programme. Decide 
in advance what evidence would change your mind. 

 

Make the problem small enough for reality to answer back. 

A result that only ever says 'it worked' is usually a sign the test wasn't demanding enough. Useful evidence 
often narrows the claim or breaks it. If an intervention cannot fail, it isn't an experiment. It is marketing 
wearing a lab coat. 
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Use FCO as a work-redesign lens 
Do not automate a task in isolation. Redesign the surrounding work system around output, capability, 
judgement, learning and accountability. 

Do not ask only what AI can do. Ask what happens to the work 
when AI does it. 

1. What work is AI now doing, assisting or making newly possible? 
2. What did that work produce besides output - practice, exposure, relationships, pattern recognition, 

confidence or judgement? 
3. Which contextual capability might disappear or concentrate elsewhere? 
4. What should AI do, and what should remain deliberately human because consequence, learning or 

accountability demands it? 
5. Where will the missing capability now form? 
6. Who may decide and act, under what bounded authority? 
7. What evidence will tell us whether the redesign is helping or harming capability as well as output? 
8. When will we revisit the decision before temporary capability debt becomes structural? 

MONDAY MORNING  Do not start an FCO programme. Pick one consequential piece of work AI is 
already changing. Ask the eight questions, make one bounded intervention and let reality answer 
back. 

 
MOVEMENT 6 

The dangerous part 
I think this is the hardest part of the proposition, and I'd rather sit with the discomfort than rush past it. 

The moment capability becomes observable, the proposition walks into dangerous territory. A manager 
opens a capability view with a reasonable question: where is this team over-dependent on one person? A 
second thought arrives: could the same data be used to rank people against each other? 

Seeing more is not automatically safer. 

What gets recorded should be evidence of a specific action in a specific context, not a running assessment 
of a person. It is recorded by whoever directly observed or produced it. The granularity stops at the level 
needed to answer the legitimate question being asked. 

Evidence is not interpretation. Interpretation is not a claim. A claim is not a decision. A decision does not 
create authority to act. A single score would be easier. It would also be much more dangerous. 

When two people interpret the same evidence differently, both interpretations stay attached to the record. 
Missing evidence must never become evidence of missing capability. Purpose limitation has to be enforced 
through access, query scope, retention, challenge and remedy, not left to good intentions. 
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Evidence informs; interpretation stays challengeable; decisions remain separately governed. 

From data to organisational wisdom 
The positive purpose matters too. Capability intelligence is not meant to produce more data about people. 
Data records that something happened in a context. Information makes a pattern visible. Knowledge helps 
the organisation understand the dependency and the conditions producing it. Wisdom is the decision to 
redistribute exposure, redesign work, build another pathway, change delegated authority or consciously 
accept the risk. 

We are not trying to discover who is good or bad. We are trying to understand where capability needs to 
exist, where it is forming, where it is concentrating, where it is thinning and what needs renewing. The 
object of the intelligence is the capability system, not a universal ranking of the people inside it. 

MEASUREMENT IS AN INTERVENTION 

YOU GET WHAT YOU MEASURE. YOU ALSO SHAPE 
BEHAVIOUR THROUGH WHAT YOU MAKE VISIBLE. 

If capability becomes a score, people optimise for the score. If evidence becomes a leaderboard, 
learning becomes competition. Measure the system. Evidence the person. Never confuse evidence 
with rank. 

 
The manager can see the dependency they were worried about without turning visibility into a league table. 
The same record that reveals one person carrying a category of judgement can justify protecting that 
person's time and building another person's exposure. If the record becomes a ranking tool, the system has 
failed its own design. 

PURPOSE LIMITATION  Shape information to improve organisational knowledge and wisdom: develop 
the right capability, in the right context, at the right time - without converting evidence into 
discriminatory inference about individuals. 
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Humans, agents and accountable authority 
The same tension sharpens when agents act on an organisation's behalf. A customer receives an answer 
that is fast, confident, well-formatted and wrong in a way that matters. The agent may have done exactly 
what it was permitted to do. The real question is who granted that scope, what evidence justified it and how 
quickly the organisation can withdraw it. 

An agent may take consequential action under explicit, bounded delegation. Accountability for granting 
and maintaining that delegation remains attributable to an identifiable human or legal entity. Evidence 
informs. Trust supports. Capability enables. Authority is granted - and it can be withdrawn. 

 

Agents may act. Accountability must remain attributable. 

MOVEMENT 7 

Beyond AI - and back into practice 
It would be easy for this paper to narrow into 'an AI adoption framework with extra steps', and that is not 
what I think this is. 

AI is the context in which I found the problem, and the most urgent place to test it. But the underlying 
question does not depend on AI. It is a question about work, learning, authority and renewal that 
organisations have avoided for a long time. AI has made it harder to keep avoiding. 

That is why the Frontier Capability Organisation stays separate from any one domain. Empower Your World 
is where I have chosen to test it first. FCO is the broader proposition; EYW configures it for an AI capability 
domain; bounded Journeys and experiments let reality challenge both. 
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One standard. One domain. Many bounded experiments. 

Journey 01: Make AI Adoption Safe 
The first public Journey is J01: Make AI Adoption Safe. It takes a problem organisations already have - 
getting from an AI idea to governed use - and turns it into six connected questions. 

Front Door asks whether the use case should enter. Risk Size asks how significant it is. Control Floor asks 
which controls are required and who owns them. Living Loop asks what changes after launch. Evidence 
Chain asks whether the organisation could prove what it decided and did. Response Net asks who declares 
an AI surprise and who owns the first decision. 

J01 is not diagnosis, certification, assurance or proof of FCO. It is a bounded attempt to turn AI adoption 
into a governed, evidence-based capability. I've built it because I do not want FCO to remain a paper 
architecture. I want somewhere small enough for organisations and practitioners to test these ideas, 
challenge them and show me where I'm wrong. 

REALITY GETS A VOTE 

THIS ISN'T EVIDENCE THAT FCO WORKS. IT IS ONE 
PLACE I HAVE CHOSEN TO LET REALITY ARGUE WITH IT. 

Journey 01: Make AI Adoption Safe 
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Partners and ownership 
A partner can solve a difficult problem and leave the organisation more dependent than before. Delivery 
may be excellent. The capability outcome may still be poor. 

The FCO lens makes transfer an explicit design choice. Which capability should the partner bring because 
the client should not sensibly recreate it? Which capability should transfer? Where must the client gain 
enough judgement to govern, challenge or continue the work? How will the engagement make that transfer 
visible? 

BETTER FOR PARTNER AND CLIENT  Success is not the client needing less competence from the 
partner. It is the client gaining more legitimate ownership while the partner concentrates on 
capabilities, perspective and ecosystem connection that remain valuable. 

 

What still has to be proven 
A successful Journey can teach us something true about the AI capability domain. It might teach us 
something about the proposition underneath it. It cannot prove either one on its own. 

A difficult test would examine an organisation where AI removes developmental work and compare 
supervisor load, exception quality, dependency concentration, time to independent judgement and 
successor readiness before and after. This paper does not report results that do not exist. It names the test 
the proposition has to survive. 

What should move, and what should remain scarce? 
As tools make drafting, retrieval and routine execution abundant, the organisations that do well will not 
simply adopt fastest. They will decide what should become repeatable and industrialised, and what must 
remain close to context, judgement and stewardship because that is where advantage still lives. 

 

Strategic hypothesis: move what can industrialise; preserve what should remain scarce. 
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MOVEMENT 8 

What this means from where you sit 
The same proposition creates different questions depending on the decisions you are responsible for. 

A CHANGE OF SEAT 

SO WHAT CHANGES FROM WHERE YOU SIT? 

The board question is shared. The decisions are not. 

 

CEO  Capability is an enterprise asset and source of resilience. Where are we increasing productivity by 
consuming capability we still expect to need? 

CFO  Capability debt belongs in the economics of change. What is being consumed, for how long, at 
what concentration and at what reconstitution cost? 

COO  Redesign the work system, not the task in isolation. Where do exceptions, judgement, supervisory 
load and operational learning move? 

CHRO  The workforce problem is not simply skills. Which developmental experiences are disappearing, 
what replaces them and where does succession become fragile? 

CIO / CDTO  Technology and capability architecture now need to be designed together. Which 
capabilities should decentralise, and what guardrails make that safe? 

CAIO  AI success is not the number of copilots, agents or use cases. Which solutions remove 
developmental work, where is authority bounded and what evidence would make us change direction? 

The board question remains the same: are we becoming more 
capable, or merely more productive? 

 



EMPOWER YOUR WORLD  |  FRONTIER CAPABILITY ORGANISATION 

PS02  |  OCTOBER 2026  |  OCTOBER 2026 

MOVEMENT 9 

Where this could break - and where to go next 
I'd rather end this paper by naming its weaknesses than asking you to trust the architecture. A model that 
cannot be challenged cannot learn. 

Capability visibility can become surveillance. Temporary capability debt can become a permanent excuse. 
Delegated agent action can become untraceable. Experiments can become theatre - designed to produce 
only the evidence everyone hoped to hear. 

 

This proposition is falsifiable: four ways it could break. 

These are not edge cases. They are the test of whether the proposition deserves trust at all. 

We have seen what taking it seriously looks like for different people. The new joiner gets an answer about 
where practice will come from. The executive gets decision criteria for capability debt. The manager can 
see dependency without building a ranking machine. The customer gets accountable authority behind an 
agent's action. The partner gets a clearer choice about transfer and dependency. 

You do not need to read everything to hold the core. Productivity is not capability. Capability is more than 
skill. Judgement needs bounds. Capability has to renew. The proposition has to be willing to be wrong. 

If it matters in your context, go as deep as the question requires: into evidence and counterarguments, 
canonical architecture, the AI capability domain, a bounded experiment or a conversation that challenges 
what is written here. Precision should be available. It should not be compulsory. 
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Choose the depth you need. The core thinking remains open. 
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A FINAL RETURN 

OF COURSE, THERE WAS ALWAYS A QUICKER 
ROUTE. 

 

 

The final reveal: the red shortcut reaches 42. 

Douglas Adams gave us 42 as the famously, gloriously useless answer to the great question of life, the 
universe and everything. The joke works because the answer arrives before anyone has worked out what 
the question was. Organisations fall for a quieter version of the same joke. A confident answer is attractive 
when the problem feels enormous and the pressure to act is real. Having the answer and understanding the 
question are not the same achievement. 

Good exploration was never the opposite of action. It is knowing where and why to dig, how deep to go, 
when to act and test what you have found, when to surface, and when to leave an interesting rabbit hole 
alone because it has stopped helping the decision in front of you. 

The question was never whether we could get to an answer 
faster. 

It is what we become capable of seeing, deciding and doing 
along the way. 

WHY 42?  In Douglas Adams' The Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy, 42 is presented as the answer to 
the ultimate question. The joke is that the answer is not useful when nobody understands the 
question. 
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REFERENCE 

REFERENCE 

The narrative ends with 42. The pages that follow are compact reference material. 

 
APPENDIX A 

Key distinctions 

CAPABILITY IS NOT SKILL  Capability is a contextual configuration involving knowledge, practice, 
tools, relationships, agency, authority, evidence and consequence. 

 

EVIDENCE IS NOT INTERPRETATION  Evidence records something in context; interpretation says what 
it may mean. 

 

INTERPRETATION IS NOT A CLAIM  A claim is a bounded statement that can be challenged, corrected 
or withdrawn. 

 

A CLAIM IS NOT A DECISION  A decision remains a governed act with an accountable owner. 

 

TRUST DOES NOT CREATE AUTHORITY  Authority must be granted, bounded, reviewed and revocable. 

 

OBSERVABILITY IS NOT SURVEILLANCE  Visibility is legitimate only when purpose, granularity, access, 
challenge, retention and remedy remain controlled. 

 

EYW IS NOT FCO  FCO is the broader proposition. EYW is an AI capability domain and experimental 
reference implementation. 

 

J01 IS NOT PROOF  Journey 01 is a bounded practical test that may support, narrow or challenge parts 
of the proposition. 
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APPENDIX B 

Evidence posture 
This paper distinguishes observations, interpretations, design propositions, strategic hypotheses and 
evidence-backed claims. Coherent architecture is not operational validation. Lived experience can 
motivate a proposition without proving it at scale. 

The Power Rangers example is a real example of distributed capability building. It is not retrospective proof 
of FCO. Journey 01 is a real bounded implementation intended to generate learning. It is not general 
validation. Wardley placements are strategic hypotheses rather than measurements. 

RESEARCH TEST  A difficult implementation should examine supervisor load, exception quality, 
dependency concentration, time to independent judgement and successor readiness before and 
after AI removes developmental work. 

 
APPENDIX C 

Accessibility and provenance 
Every significant image includes authored alternative text. Complex visuals are also explained in 
surrounding prose. Colour reinforces meaning and is not the sole carrier of meaning. 

The hand-drawn excavation images are preserved as thinking artefacts and provenance. Formal visuals are 
controlled descendants used for repeatable explanation. They should not be treated as equivalent 
knowledge objects. 

This paper has been designed with authored alternative text, structured headings, colour-independent 
meaning and accessible navigation in mind. 

A PROPOSITION TO TEST 

ARE WE BECOMING MORE CAPABLE, OR MERELY 
MORE PRODUCTIVE? 

Bring one consequential challenge. Use the lens with the people affected. Decide what evidence 
would genuinely change your mind. Tell us where it becomes useful, dangerous or wrong. 

 


