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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

"THE JOB MARKET IS TOUGH RIGHT NOW"

avansys lab

The full paper in one page - for the reader who needs the key points before reading the analysis - 11 pages of

substance distilled to four moves

The Bottom Line: The global job market crisis is not a jobs problem. It is a capability problem being addressed with jobs-counting tools. Retraining programs,

unemployment benefits, and workforce development initiatives keep being deployed without producing lasting improvement because the intervention is landing at

the employment and skills layers while the crisis originates at the capability-design layer above them.

The Diagnostic

The Dominant Frame

"How do we manage the displacement of workers whose jobs
are being disrupted by technology?"

Intuitive. Countable. Produces a discrete metric — jobs lost, jobs created. Pre-
commits every response to headcount management before asking what is actually

being lost.

The Three Category Errors

“B Capability problem treated as headcount problem. Counting jobs lost
measures the wrong variable. The real question is which judgments are

being lost and what decisions they were protecting.

Architecture problem treated as training problem. Retraining workers to
use new tools does not address which decisions should still require human

judgment, or who is responsible for designing that boundary.

Structural problem treated as temporary shock. This disruption operates
at the cognitive layer of work. Recovery patterns from previous technology
waves do not apply the same way.

Confirmation in Practice

o Governments spending billions on retraining programs that are not moving the
needle

o Companies publishing responsible AI commitments while conducting layoffs at

scale

« A professional services firm: costs drop in year one, client satisfaction quietly
declines in year two, major clients are gone by year three — leadership cannot
explain what changed

» Retraining assumes the problem is skills; re-skilled workers re-enter a market
with fewer roles requiring those skills than six months earlier

o No institution currently owns judgment credentialing, despite a direct precedent

in how PMI built the standard for project management

The Solution

The Refined Reframe

REPLACEMENT FRAME

"Which categories of human judgment are being lost, what decisions were they
protecting, and who is responsible for making sure that boundary is designed

rather than left to chance?"

The Five-Phase Sequence

Phase 1 (0-6 months) — Build the Assessment Standard. Boards define a
capability impact assessment: which decisions and judgments a workforce
reduction removes, documented before approval. No legislation required.

Phase 2 (6-18 months) — Pilot the Judgment Credential. An institution
builds and pilots a portable, independently verified judgment credential in a

single sector, following the PMI precedent.

Phase 3 (18-30 months) — Launch the Decision Quality Index.
Governments track decision quality alongside employment figures using

error rates, client outcomes, appeal rates, and revision rates.

Phase 4 (30-48 months) — Attach Accountability to Capability
Outcomes. Assessment and index data are used to hold organizations

accountable for capability outcomes, not just cost or employment figures.

Phase 5 (Year 4+) — Judgment as a Standard Line Item. Capability
design sits alongside financial and workforce planning as a standing
function, designed deliberately rather than discovered in lost clients three

years later.

The Choice

Both paths cost something. Counting jobs is inexpensive and already funded.
Documenting which judgments are being lost, before a reduction is approved,
costs a board an afternoon of disclosure it does not currently perform. The
capability frame is not free. It is simply the version of the cost that is visible now,

rather than three years and several major clients later.

FINAL VERDICT

The job market is genuinely difficult, and none of the standard responses are
wrong to attempt. They are aimed at a layer below where the actual damage
originates. Retraining, benefits, and job-counting will continue to feel
insufficient for as long as the capability layer remains undocumented and

unowned. Read Sections 1-4 for the substantiation.
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"THE JOB MARKET IS TOUGH RIGHT NOW"

THE FULL REFRAMEX®© CASE STUDY

Applying the five-pattern method to the global labor market disruption — what the dominant frame gets right, what

it measures instead of diagnoses, and what a capability-first response would look like

Central Argument: Everyone agrees the job market is under pressure. The dominant response treats this as a jobs-displacement problem: technology removes

jobs, workers need new jobs, policy should create or protect jobs. That frame is reasonable on the surface and wrong at the root. What is actually being lost is not

headcount but judgment — the ability to catch errors, read context, and make decisions that require experience rather than processing power. This paper applies

the ReFrameX© method to name that loss precisely, and to design the interventions that would make it visible and accountable before it compounds.

Scope and Disclosure

This paper is a methodological exercise applied to a live, painful labor market.
The ReFrameX© method is content-neutral; it surfaces category errors and layer-
mistakes in problem framing regardless of whether the underlying domain is
federal procurement, geopolitics, or employment policy. The labor market crisis is
used here because it exhibits, with unusual clarity, a diagnosis — jobs are being
lost — that is accurate as a measurement and incomplete as an explanation.

The author holds no position on the appropriate pace or scale of technology
adoption. The argument is narrower: the frame within which governments,
companies, and workers are currently responding measures a downstream

symptom, and a realistic alternative can be built from the same method.

The Situation — Factual Baseline

The job market is genuinely difficult right now. Layoffs across technology,
finance, consulting, and media have affected hundreds of thousands of workers.
Entry-level positions that once absorbed new graduates have contracted sharply.
The public debate has settled on one question: how many jobs is technology
taking?

That question is generating enormous amounts of analysis and policy response.
Counting jobs lost tells you almost nothing about what is actually happening,
what is causing it, or what would fix it. It measures a symptom and calls it a
diagnosis.

METHODOLOGICAL HONESTY

Section 4 proposes a capability impact assessment that adds a documented step
before workforce reductions are approved. The author acknowledges this adds
friction to a decision boards currently make quickly, and that some
organizations will experience the assessment as a constraint on speed they
value. The point is not that the addition is costless. The point is that the cost is
currently being paid anyway, three years later, in a currency that does not show

up on the balance sheet in year one.

Reader's Guide
This paper is in four sections.

Section 1 — The Reframing Analysis. Applies the five-pattern diagnostic
to the displacement frame and surfaces three category errors, an

accountability gap, and a naming trap.

Section 2 — A Structured Alternative. Builds the five-layer architecture,
the bounded roles, the accountability structure, and the load-bearing
vocabulary of a capability-first response using the full scaffold.

Section 3 — What Is Being Done, and Why It Is Not Working.
Documents the current retraining, Al-ethics-commitment, and regulation
responses, and a real-world case showing the capability loss pattern over

three years inside a single organization.

Section 4 — Three Structural Interventions. Sequences the capability
impact assessment, the judgment credential, and the decision quality index
into a phased rollout, and compares the resulting response to the

displacement frame's response side by side.

How the Method Applies Here

The ReFrameX© method's five patterns (Reframe-First, Frame-the-System,
Place-the-Parts, Authority-Where-Accountability-Lives, Naming-as-Anchoring)
operate domain-neutrally. Labor market policy is particularly susceptible to the
errors the patterns catch because a single headline number — jobs lost, jobs
created — becomes the whole argument, and because retraining is easier to fund

than a role redesign.

For practitioners who have not previously applied the method to employment
policy, this case is instructive precisely because the same diagnostic that catches
DOGE's misframing, Boeing's misframing, Brexit's misframing, the Iran strikes'
misframing, and the Fixed-Price Order's misframing catches the displacement
frame here — and points toward the same kind of solution: naming what is

actually being lost before designing the response.
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SECTION 1 - THE REFRAMING ANALYSIS

THE DOMINANT FRAME AND ITS CATEGORY

ERRORS

What the displacement frame says - what it pre-commits to - what it cannot see

The Dominant Frame

"How do we manage the displacement of workers whose jobs
are being disrupted by technology?"

This is the frame in the press coverage, the retraining budgets, the regulatory
proposals, and the quarterly headcount reporting that follows every layoff
announcement. It is intuitive. It produces a discrete, countable metric: jobs lost,
jobs created. It pre-commits the response to headcount management. Within that
frame, retraining programs, unemployment benefits, and hiring incentives are
coherent interventions: identify the displaced workers, help them find new jobs,

count the result.

The frame is not wrong in some absolute sense. Displaced workers do need new
jobs, and job counts are a real and legitimate thing to track. The question the
method forces is whether the frame captures the actual problem, or only the most

visible symptom of it.

The Category Errors

Error 1 — A capability problem treated as a headcount problem

Counting jobs lost measures the wrong variable. When experienced people are
replaced by tools, what is lost is not just headcount. It is the judgment those
people carried: the ability to catch errors, read context, and make decisions that
require experience rather than processing power. That kind of loss does not show
up in job counts. It shows up months later in degraded decisions, lost clients, and

organizations that cannot explain why things feel less reliable than they used to.

Error 2 — An architecture problem treated as a training problem

Retraining workers to use new tools does not address the deeper question: which
decisions should still require human judgment, and who is responsible for
designing that boundary? Training changes what a worker can do. It does not
change whether an organization has decided, deliberately, which decisions still

need a person.

This is the same error Boeing made: treating a recurring symptom — a skills gap,
a retraining backlog — as if it were the problem, rather than as the output of an

architecture decision nobody made deliberately.

avansys lab

Error 3 — A structural problem treated as a temporary shock

This disruption operates at the cognitive layer of work. The recovery patterns
from previous waves of technological change — mechanization, computerization
— do not apply in the same way, because those waves displaced physical and
routine-cognitive labor and created adjacent roles for the judgment that remained
human. This wave targets judgment itself. The historical claim that "new
technology always creates new jobs eventually" assumes a recovery mechanism

that this disruption does not preserve.

DIAGNOSTIC SUMMARY

Three stacked category errors: capability mistaken for headcount, architecture
mistaken for training, structural disruption mistaken for temporary shock. Each
is a recognized pattern in the method's library. Each is correctable. None is

corrected by counting jobs more precisely.

THE DIAGNOSTIC SIGNAL

When retraining programs, unemployment benefits, and workforce
development initiatives keep being deployed in response to labor market
disruption without producing lasting improvement, the frame is wrong. The

intervention is landing at the wrong layer of the problem.
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SECTION 1 -

AUTHORITY, NAMING, AND WHAT THE FRAME

THE REFRAMING ANALYSIS

FORECLOSED

avansys lab

Pattern 4 and Pattern 5 applied - the parts of the problem the frame structurally cannot engage

Authority-Accountability Gaps

The displacement frame creates a clear accountability structure. Companies are
accountable for layoffs. Governments are accountable for unemployment figures.
Workers are accountable for keeping their skills current. Everyone has a role.

What the frame does not create accountability for is the capability cost. When a
company removes experienced people and the quality of its decisions degrades
eighteen months later, nobody can point to the decision that caused it. The
executive who approved the reduction is accountable for the savings. Nobody is
accountable for what the judgment those people carried was actually protecting —
because the frame never asked that question.

IN PRACTICE

A professional services firm reduces its senior workforce significantly and
replaces their function with technology tools. Year one: costs drop, margins
improve. Year two: client satisfaction declines quietly. Year three: major clients
have moved elsewhere and leadership cannot explain what changed. The
capability loss is real. It is just invisible in the frame they were using to make
the decision.

This is the precise pattern Pattern 4 names as a brittleness signature: when the
actor who approves a workforce reduction is accountable only for the resulting
savings, and no actor is accountable for the judgment that reduction removes, the
system cannot register its own damage until the damage is too large to hide. The
diagnostic prediction: workforce reductions continue at the current pace,
capability losses surface eighteen to thirty-six months later as client attrition and
decision-quality decline, and the connection between the two is rarely made

explicit because no one was ever assigned to look for it.

Naming-as-Anchoring — The Trap

"Technology is taking jobs"

Frames a capability problem as a headcount problem. Produces the wrong
interventions by construction: if the frame is stated in terms of jobs, every

response it authorizes will be a jobs-based response.

"Workers need to upskill"

Puts the entire burden on individuals while the organizational and policy
architecture goes unexamined. The phrase implies the gap is inside the worker. In
most of the cases the method has examined, the gap is in a decision about role

design that the organization never made deliberately.

What the Frame Cannot Engage

“® Which decisions still require human judgment, and which no longer
do? The frame cannot ask this because it treats all jobs as equivalent units to

count, not decisions to classify.

What is this workforce reduction actually costing in decision quality,
and when will that cost surface? Cannot ask this because accountability

ends at the savings figure.

term, and who bears the cost in the long term? Cannot ask this because

the frame has no vocabulary for capability cost.

Which of a worker's judgments are genuinely valuable, and how would
a future employer know? Cannot ask this because the frame measures

i Who benefits from removing judgment from a decision in the short

tools and titles, not verified judgment.

THE METHOD'S VERDICT — SECTION 1

The labor market response is intelligible within the frame "manage worker
displacement." That frame contains three stacked category errors, an
accountability gap where the capability cost of workforce reductions has no
owner, and a naming trap that keeps the actual loss — judgment, not headcount
— out of the policy vocabulary. The instruments built from this frame are not
wrong. They are aimed one layer below where the damage originates. Section

2 attempts the rebuild.
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SECTION 2 - THE STRUCTURED ALTERNATIVE

THE REFRAME, THE ARCHITECTURE, THE

LAYERS

avansys lab

Building what the dominant frame foreclosed - what would have to be true - why five layers, not one

The Replacement Frame

"Which categories of human judgment are being lost, what
decisions were they protecting, and who is responsible for
making sure that boundary is designed rather than left to
chance?"

This is the reframe the method produces. It contains four explicit moves, each of

which reverses a specific category error from Section 1.

Replacement move Reverses

"Categories of human judgment"  Capability mistaken for headcount (Error 1)

"What decisions were they
protecting”

Architecture mistaken for training (Error 2)

"Designed rather than left to Structural problem mistaken for temporary shock
chance" (Error 3)

"Who is responsible"” The authority-accountability gap (Pattern 4)

The reframe is honest about what it requires. It does not deliver a single lever. It
does not pre-commit to one instrument. It opens the design space the dominant
frame had foreclosed.

Before and After the Reframe

Job displacement frame Capability frame

Count jobs lost to technology Map which judgments are being lost and from

which decisions

Retrain workers to use new Design which decisions still need human judgment

tools

Regulate technology to slow
displacement

Create accountability for capability outcomes, not
just employment figures

Measure unemployment rate Measure decision quality over time alongside

employment figures

The System Structure

The method (Pattern 2) requires that any reframe be followed by a designed
system structure — named layers, each with a bounded role, each with explicit
interfaces between them. The reframed problem decomposes into five layers.

Capability Design (foundational layer). Which decisions keep human
judgment. The layer where the crisis actually originates. Not addressed by

current policy.

Organizational Structure (architecture-to-component bridge). How
companies design roles and decision rights in practice. Not addressed.

workers can do. Primary focus of current interventions.

Employment (measurement layer — what the dominant frame counts).
Job counts, unemployment rates. Primary measurement.

Economic Output (ultimate-target layer). GDP, growth, productivity. The
reason cited for why any of this matters.

H Skills (component layer — where retraining operates). What individual

WHY FIVE LAYERS, NOT ONE

Every major policy response operates at Layers 3, 4, and 5. The problem
originates at Layer 1. Retraining is not wrong; it is incomplete without a Layer
1 decision about which capabilities are being preserved on purpose.
Unemployment tracking is not wrong; it is a lagging measurement of a
problem that started two layers upstream. A frame that produces only the skills
and employment layers cannot reach the capability-design layer where
judgment is actually lost. The method's diagnostic for "why does none of this
feel like it's working?" is not "the funding is insufficient" — it is "the response
is complete at two layers out of five."
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SECTION 2 -

BOUNDED ROLES, GATES, AND THE HARD TRADE-

OFFS

THE STRUCTURED ALTERNATIVE

avansys lab

Placing the parts - locating authority - naming the operationally inconvenient honestly

Component Placement (Pattern 3)

Actor

Governments

Companies

Workers

Universities

Bounded to

Setting standards for which decisions
require human judgment;
accountability for capability

outcomes

Designing which decisions still need
human judgment; measuring decision

quality, not just cost

Understanding which of their
judgments are genuinely valuable

and making that value portable

Building judgment — the ability to
make good decisions under
uncertainty — as the primary output

Currently doing instead

Funding retraining,
counting job losses,
proposing tech regulation

Reducing headcount and
measuring cost savings

Learning new tools to stay
employable

Adding technology
courses to existing
programmes

The component-placement work above is what does not happen when the frame is

"manage displacement.” Under that frame, every actor's job is to move workers

toward new jobs faster. Under the reframed structure, each actor is bounded to a

different piece of a capability architecture nobody currently owns in full.

Authority Gates (Pattern 4)

affected. Does not exist today.

redesigned around tools. Does not exist today.

for the initial savings. Does not exist today.

Capability Impact Gate. No significant workforce reduction proceeds

without a documented assessment of which decisions and judgments are

Judgment Verification Gate. Workers can have their judgment

independently assessed and credentialed before a role is eliminated or

Decision Quality Reporting Gate. Organizations report decision-quality
proxies alongside headcount and cost figures. Not required.

Capability Accountability Gate. A named executive is accountable for
capability outcomes eighteen to thirty-six months after a reduction, not just

The Hard Trade-Offs — Named Honestly

The method requires that the costs of the reframed solution be named explicitly.
Otherwise the comparison to the current response is rigged. Three trade-offs are

operationally inconvenient and administratively unavoidable.

TRADE-OFF 1 — ASSESSMENT SLOWS A DECISION BOARDS
WANT TO MAKE FAST

Documenting which judgments a workforce reduction removes takes time a
cost-cutting decision does not currently require. Boards under quarterly
pressure will experience this as friction, not diligence, even where diligence is

exactly what it is.

TRADE-OFF 2 — A JUDGMENT CREDENTIAL SHIFTS LEVERAGE
TOWARD WORKERS

A portable, independently verified judgment credential makes a worker's value
visible outside any single employer's internal ratings, which is precisely what
makes it useful to workers and inconvenient to organizations that currently
benefit from that opacity.

TRADE-OFF 3 — NOT EVERY CAPABILITY LOSS IS
PREVENTABLE

Some judgment genuinely can be replaced by tools without meaningful loss.
The capability impact assessment is not a mandate to preserve every human
decision; it is a requirement to know, before removing it, which decisions fall
into which category. The reframe does not promise that knowing changes every

outcome. It promises that not knowing stops being acceptable.
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SECTION 2 - THE STRUCTURED ALTERNATIVE

VOCABULARY, UPTAKE, AND THE METHOD'S

VERDICT

avansys lab

Naming the architecture - who would have to carry it - why this is easy to name and harder to finish

Load-Bearing Vocabulary (Pattern 5)

Replacement term Anchored to

Organizational capability theory;
cognitive labor economics

"Technology is removing categories of human
judgment from decisions that used to require it"

"Organizations need to design which decisions Organizational design literature;

still require human judgment" systems architecture

"Cognitive disruption operates on a different
timeline and through different mechanisms than

Economic history of
technological transitions;

previous waves" cognitive labor research

"The capability boundary needs to be
intentionally designed — it will not emerge on

Complex systems design;
institutional economics

its own"

Each term displaces a piece of the displacement frame's vocabulary with one that
creates a distinction the original language could not. "Judgment" instead of

"jobs." "Design" instead of "market forces." "Verified" instead of "titled."

Uptake — Who Would Have to Carry This

Inside companies — boards would need to require a capability impact
assessment as a standing item in workforce-reduction proposals, alongside

the savings estimate that already exists.

Inside professional and credentialing bodies — an institution would need
to build the judgment credential, the way PMI built the standard for project

management. The precedent exists; the specific standard does not yet.

Inside governments and statistical agencies — a decision quality index
would need to be built from proxies that already exist inside regulated

industries but are not currently aggregated for this purpose.

Among workers — accepting that a judgment credential is a real
assessment, not a formality, and that portability cuts both ways: it also

makes overstated claims of expertise visible.

The Method's Final Verdict — Section 2

FINDING

Applying the full ReFrameX© diagnostic to the labor market crisis yields a
precise finding: the dominant response is a Layer 3-5 instrument — skills,
employment, output — that is tactically sensible for the workers it reaches and
structurally unable to reach the capability-design layer where the actual loss
originates. This incompleteness is not the fault of any single policymaker or
executive. It reflects treating a multi-layer capability problem with instruments

built for a single-layer employment problem.

The reframed solution outlined above is not free. It requires boards to accept
slower, more disclosed decisions, workers to submit to real credentialing
assessments, and institutions to build standards that do not yet exist. These are
real costs. The displacement frame's defenders are correct that the current

response is simpler to execute.

The reframed solution's defenders are correct on a different point: the current
response's cost is also real, in retraining that does not convert to jobs, in Al ethics
commitments that change nothing because nothing is measured, and in capability
losses that surface as client attrition long after the workforce reduction that caused
them. The choice is not between an easy fix and a harder one. It is between a fix

that addresses one layer and a fix that addresses five.
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SECTION 3 - WHAT IS BEING DONE, AND WHY

THE CURRENT RESPONSE, EMPIRICALLY TESTED

avansys lab

Retraining, Al ethics commitments, and regulation — and the three-year pattern that shows why none of it reaches

the source

Factual Baseline — the Current Response

Governments are spending billions on retraining programs. Companies are
publishing responsible AI commitments. Universities are adding technology
courses to existing programmes. Workforce agencies are updating their job
boards. None of it is moving the needle in any meaningful way — and the reason
is not lack of effort or lack of funding. It is that every one of those responses was

designed to answer the wrong question.

The question being answered is: how do we help people find new jobs? The
question that actually matters is: why is experienced human judgment being
systematically removed from decisions that need it, who benefits from that
removal in the short term, and who pays for it in the long term? Those two
questions produce completely different responses. The first produces job fairs and
coding bootcamps. The second produces accountability structures, capability
standards, and a fundamentally different relationship between organizations and

the people who carry institutional knowledge.

The Three Category Errors — Empirically Validated

Error 1 — Capability mistaken for headcount (Confirmed)

Retraining programs assume the problem is skills. Workers learn new tools and
re-enter a market that has fewer roles requiring those tools than it did six months
earlier. The skills are real. The demand is not there, because the frame was wrong

about what was missing.

Error 2 — Architecture mistaken for training (Confirmed)

Corporate Al ethics commitments assume the problem is values. Companies
pledge responsible deployment while conducting layoffs at scale, because the
incentive structure rewards short-term cost reduction and nobody is measuring the
long-term capability cost. Commitments without accountability change nothing

— the precise Pattern 4 gap named in Section 1.

Error 3 — Structural disruption mistaken for temporary shock
(Confirmed)

Government regulation assumes the problem is speed. But you cannot regulate
your way to a labor market designed around human judgment rather than
headcount. Slower displacement is still displacement, aimed at the pace of an

undesigned pattern rather than at the design itself.

IN PRACTICE, CONFIRMED OVER THREE YEARS

A professional services firm reduces its senior workforce significantly and
replaces their function with technology tools. Year one: costs drop, margins
improve. Year two: client satisfaction declines quietly. Year three: major clients
have moved elsewhere and leadership cannot explain what changed. Every
category error named in Section 1 is visible in this single, ordinary decision.
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SECTION 3 - WHAT IS BEING DONE, AND WHY

BEFORE AND AFTER, AND THE RESPONSE

VERDICT

avansys lab

The displacement response vs. the capability response, side by side — and the honest verdict on what the current

response reaches

Job Displacement Frame vs. Capability Frame

Job displacement frame Capability frame

Count jobs lost to technology Map which judgments are being lost and from

which decisions

Retrain workers to use new tools Design which decisions still need human

judgment

Regulate technology to slow
displacement

Create accountability for capability outcomes,
not just employment figures

Measure unemployment rate Measure decision quality over time alongside

employment figures

"New technology always creates "Design which judgments we preserve now,

new jobs eventually” before the knowledge disperses”

WHAT THREE YEARS OF THIS PATTERN NOW MAKES LEGIBLE

ReFrameX© identifies windows when category errors become legible to actors
who had previously been protected from seeing them. The three-year
professional-services pattern — cost drop, quiet client decline, unexplained
attrition — is such a window. Retraining's defenders cannot claim the skills
gap was the whole problem when re-skilled workers still cannot find roles. The
capability frame's defenders cannot claim the fix is costless: a capability
impact assessment slows a decision boards currently make quickly. Both
honest constraints are visible at the same time, which is the condition under
which labor market policy actually improves rather than repeats.

The Response Verdict

Retraining, Al ethics pledges, and regulation are not wrong to attempt, and none
of them are costless mistakes. They are complete instruments for Layers 3
through 5, aimed at a problem that originates at Layer 1.

Retraining (Layer 3) genuinely builds skills. It cannot create demand for those
skills if the organizational decision to preserve the underlying judgment was

never made. Real, but incomplete.

Al ethics commitments (accountability layer, voluntary) genuinely shift public
rhetoric. They do not shift incentives, because nothing is measured and no one is
accountable for the capability outcome eighteen months out. Rhetorical, not

structural.

Technology regulation (pace layer) genuinely can slow the rate of displacement.
It cannot design what happens during the time it buys, and a slower undesigned

transition arrives at the same undesigned destination. Delaying, not resolving.

Unemployment tracking (Layer 4, measurement) genuinely reports what has
already happened. It cannot report what is about to happen at the capability layer,
because nothing at that layer is currently measured at all. Accurate, but two layers

late.
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SECTION 4 - THREE STRUCTURAL INTERVENTIONS avansys Iab

THE PHASED SEQUENCE AND THE SIDE-BY-SIDE

What changes the structure, not the symptoms — sequenced, and compared instrument for instrument

The Five-Phase Implementation Sequence Side by Side — Current Response vs. Capability
The three structural interventions unfold in five sequenced phases. Each phase has Response
named participants, named deliverables, and a defined gate to the next phase. Current response Capability response
Phase 1 — Build the Assessment Standard (0—6 months). Boards and Retraining programs funded Capability impact assessment required before the
policymakers define, at board level, a capability impact assessment: which broadly reduction that created the retraining need
decisions a workforce reduction affects, what judgment those decisions Corporate Al ethics Named executive accountable for capability
required, and the projected cost if that judgment degrades. Buildable as a commitments, voluntary outcomes 1836 months out
standard without new legislation. Gate to Phase 2: standard adopted by an
initial cohort of boards. Government regulation on Decision quality index tracked alongside
deployment speed employment figures
Phase 2 — Pilot the Judgment Credential (6—18 months). An institution
builds and pilots a portable, independently verified judgment credential in a Job boards and placement Portable, independently verified judgment
single sector, following the precedent PMI set for project management. Gate services credential owned by the worker
to Phase 3: pilot cohort completes credentialing and reports hiring
Unemployment rate as the Decision quality and assessment compliance as
outcomes. . . . . .
headline metric headline metrics alongside employment

Phase 3 — Launch the Decision Quality Index (18-30 months).

No standard for documentin Board-level capability impact standard, buildable
Governments and institutions begin tracking decision quality alongside g P v mp

. . . . judgment loss without legislation
employment figures, using error rates, client outcomes, appeal rates in
regulated industries, and revision rates in professional work. Gate to Phase No institution owns judgment  An institution builds the standard, following the
4: index published on a recurring schedule. credentialing PMI precedent

Phase 4 — Attach Accountability to Capability Outcomes (30-48
months). Assessment and index data are used to hold organizations
accountable for capability outcomes, not just employment or cost figures,
closing the authority-accountability gap named in Section 1. Gate to Phase

5: first accountability cycle completed.

Phase 5 — Judgment as a Standard Line Item (Year 4 and beyond).
Capability design sits alongside financial and workforce planning as a
standing organizational function. The boundary between human judgment
and tool-driven decisions is designed deliberately in each reorganization,

not discovered three years later in lost clients.
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SECTION 4 - THREE STRUCTURAL INTERVENTIONS
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THE HONEST COMPARISON AND FINAL VERDICT

What changes on Monday morning - the honest comparison - the method's final word

The Honest Comparison

The current response has one lever, repeated across three actors: help people
move faster toward new jobs, new commitments, new rules. Future retrospectives
are likely to find, as the three-year professional-services pattern already shows
inside individual organizations, that the lever produces real relief for workers who
successfully retrain into growing niches and no measurable change in the
capability losses compounding underneath the aggregate numbers. The honest
forecast for the current response is a labor market that reports improving
employment figures alongside quietly declining decision quality, with no

mechanism connecting the two.

The capability response is inexpensive in the currency of legislation: none of the
three interventions requires new law. It is not costless in the currency of speed and
disclosure: boards must document a judgment loss they currently do not have to
name, and workers must submit to a credentialing assessment more rigorous than
aresume. The displacement frame's defenders are correct that the current
response is simpler to execute. The capability frame's defenders are correct that a
simpler instrument aimed at the wrong layer produces a simpler failure, not a

smaller one.

FINAL VERDICT

The job market crisis does not require a new consensus that things are hard. It
requires one addition that no current response contains: a documented answer
to which decisions still need human judgment, and who is accountable when
that judgment disappears. The capability impact assessment, the judgment
credential, and the decision quality index are each buildable now, without
legislation, starting with a single board decision, a single credentialing pilot,
and a single index built from data regulated industries already collect. That is

the sequence with a chance of reaching the layer where the damage originates.

FOR THE PRACTITIONER

The labor market crisis is a canonical example of why the method matters in
domains where a single number becomes the whole argument. The same
diagnostic that catches DOGE, Boeing, Brexit, the Iran strikes, and the Fixed-
Price Order catches the displacement frame here. The response that is fastest to
fund is rarely the response that reaches the layer where the problem originates,
and the method's job is to make that gap visible before three more years of
quiet capability loss compound into a crisis nobody can trace back to its

source.

What Changes on Monday Morning

For a Board

Current response: approve the workforce reduction based on projected savings,
report the numbers next quarter. Capability response: require a one-page
capability impact assessment alongside the savings estimate — which decisions
does this remove judgment from, and what is the projected cost if that judgment is
not replaced. Fifteen minutes of structured disclosure that changes what the board

is accountable for.

For a Worker

Current response: update the resume, learn the new tool, apply widely.
Capability response: seek out or request an independent assessment of the
judgments you can be verified to hold, not just the tools you have used. Portable

proof of what a title alone cannot show a new employer.

For a Policymaker

Current response: fund another retraining round, propose another disclosure rule
for AI deployment. Capability response: require large employers to report
decision-quality proxies alongside standard workforce filings, and back an
institution to build the judgment credential standard, the way accreditation bodies

built professional standards in other fields.

— Avansys Lab, August 2026. This document is a complete ReFrameX®© case study:
the five-pattern analysis, a five-layer system structure, a real-world empirical validation,
and a forward-looking three-intervention design sequenced into five phases.
Methodological, not partisan. Companion case studies: PM Missing Deadlines, The
Iran Conflict 2025-2026, and Trump's Fixed-Price Order.
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