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E X C L U S I V E  P R E V I E W

"Most organisations do not have an

artificial intelligence problem. They

have a coordination problem that

artificial intelligence has made

visible."

The  AI  Operating  Platform  argues  that  the  next

layer  of  enterprise  architecture  is  not  another

application or a better model. It is the coordination

layer that makes intelligence governable, traceable,

and durable across the organisation. 
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The Coordination Problem

✺

Most organisations do not have an artificial  intelligence problem.

They  have  a  coordination  problem  that  artificial  intelligence  has

made visible.

The  pattern  is  now  familiar  enough  to  be  predictable.  A

department buys or builds an AI assistant. It works. Word spreads.

Within a year the organisation has six of them, bought separately,

answering  differently,  and  reporting  to  no  one.  Nobody  planned

this. Every individual decision was sensible. The result is a mess.

This chapter is about why that happens, and why the answer is

not a better model.

2.1 The pilot always works

The first deployment in any organisation tends to succeed, and

that success is misleading. A single team, a narrow task, a small set

of  documents,  an  enthusiastic  champion  who  knows  what  good

output  looks  like.  Under  those  conditions  almost  any  competent

system performs well. The champion catches the errors. The scope is



small enough that inconsistency never surfaces. Everyone concludes

the technology is ready.

What the pilot has actually demonstrated is that the technology

works  in  the  absence  of  coordination  problems.  It  has  told  you

nothing about what happens when four departments do the same

thing at once.

The second deployment is where organisations learn what they

have bought.

2.2 Shadow intelligence

Long  before  an  organisation  approves  anything,  its  staff  have

already started.

They paste a contract into a public tool to get a summary. They

upload a policy document to check a clause. They ask a consumer

assistant to draft a letter to a regulator. None of this is malicious and

most of it is not even careless — it is people trying to do their work

faster with tools that are freely available and genuinely useful.

The consequences are structural rather than moral.

Confidential material leaves the organisation without any record

that it  left.  Answers are produced with no source,  so nobody can

check them. Two colleagues ask the same question of two different

tools and act on two different answers. And when something goes

wrong,  there  is  no  trail:  no  record  of  what  was  asked,  what  was

answered, or what was relied upon.

An  organisation  in  this  position  has  already  adopted  artificial

intelligence. It simply has not adopted it deliberately, and it cannot

see any of it.

2.3 Four departments, four answers



Consider  a  mid-sized  organisation  that  has  done  everything

reasonably.

Legal  has  a  tool  trained  on  its  contracts.  Finance  has  one

connected to its reporting systems. Human resources uses a third for

policy  questions.  Operations  built  something  internally  with  a

developer  who  has  since  left.  Now  a  straightforward  question

arrives from a regulator: what is our policy on retaining customer

records, and are we following it?

Legal  answers  from  the  contracts,  which  specify  what  was

promised to each client. Finance answers from the retention rules

embedded in its reporting practice. Human resources answers from

the staff handbook. Operations answers from the working practice

of the team that actually holds the records.

All  four  answers  are  defensible.  No  two  are  the  same.  The

organisation cannot tell which is authoritative, because nothing in

it holds a single view of what the organisation knows.

This is not a failure of the tools. Each performed correctly on the

material  it  was  given.  It  is  a  failure  of  coordination,  and  no

improvement to any individual tool resolves it.

2.4 The memory problem

The  deeper  issue  is  that  these  systems  do  not  remember

anything on the organisation's  behalf.  A conversation happens.  A

question is  answered.  A decision follows.  Then the session closes

and everything in it  disappears.  The next person to ask the same

question starts from nothing, and may get a different answer for no

reason other than how they phrased it.

Human organisations solve this  with institutional  memory —

files,  minutes,  precedents,  and  the  long-serving  colleague  who

remembers  why  a  rule  exists.  That  memory  is  already  fragile.  It



walks  out  of  the  building  at  retirement  and  it  does  not  survive

restructuring.

Adding  intelligent  tools  that  also  forget  does  not  strengthen

institutional  memory.  It  adds  a  layer  of  confident,  unrecorded

answers on top of a memory that was already thinning.

The question an organisation should ask of any such system is

not how good are its answers but what does the organisation still

know  tomorrow  because  this  system  was  used  today.  For  most

current deployments the honest answer is: nothing.

2.5 Nobody signed it The third failure is accountability,

and it is the one that ends careers.

A report goes to a board containing a figure that turns out to be

wrong. The chain is traced backward. An analyst produced it using

an  assistant.  The  assistant  drew  on  a  document  that  had  been

superseded.  Nobody  approved  the  output  because  there  was  no

approval  step.  Nobody  can  say  who  is  responsible  because

responsibility was never assigned.

Professional  and  regulatory  frameworks  were  written  on  the

assumption  that  a  person  stands  behind  every  consequential

document.  That  assumption  is  not  weakened  by  artificial

intelligence — but it is quietly bypassed when a system can produce

finished-looking work that nobody has to sign.

An organisation that cannot name the person accountable for an

output has not automated a task. It has removed a control.

2.6 Why a better model does not fix it

The instinct, when these problems appear, is to look for a better

system. A newer model, a larger context, a more capable vendor. It

does not help, and the reason is worth stating precisely.



Every problem described so far is a property of the arrangement,

not of the components. Four departments getting four answers is

not caused by any of the four models being weak; it  is caused by

there being four unconnected knowledge bases. Forgetting is not a

limitation of a model's reasoning; it is the absence of anywhere to

put  what  was  learned.  Unsigned  outputs  are  not  a  defect  of

generation; they are a missing step in a process.

Replace  every  model  in  the  organisation  tomorrow  with

something twice as capable and all three problems remain exactly

as  they  were.  In  some  cases  they  worsen,  because  more  capable

systems  produce  more  plausible  output,  and  plausible  output  is

harder to question.

This is the observation the rest of this book proceeds from. The

challenge  is  no  longer  connecting  applications.  It  is  coordinating

intelligence.

2.7  What  coordination  actually  requires  If  the  problem  is

arrangement rather than capability, the remedy has a shape, and it

can be described without reference to any particular product.

An  organisation  that  has  coordinated  its  intelligence  has,  at

minimum, five things.

One  place  the  knowledge  lives.  Not  one  database  —

organisations  will  always  have  many  systems  —  but  a  single

authoritative  account  of  what  the  organisation  holds  and  which

version  is  current.  Without  it,  consistency  is  impossible  by

construction.

A way to know who is  asking.  The same question should not

receive the same answer regardless of who asked it. A clinician, an

auditor and a temporary contractor have different entitlements, and

a system that cannot distinguish between them cannot be trusted

with anything sensitive.



Rules  that  hold  everywhere.  If  material  may  not  leave  the

building, that constraint has to apply to every tool, not to the ones

that happen to have been configured. A policy enforced in one place

and not another is not a policy. A record of what happened. What

was asked, what was answered, which documents were relied upon,

who  approved  the  result.  This  is  what  allows  an  organisation  to

explain itself six months later, and it is the difference between a tool

and a system of record.

A  point  where  a  person  signs.  Not  everywhere  —  most  work

does not need it — but before anything consequential issues. The

system  drafts;  a  named  human  takes  responsibility.  This  is  not

caution. It is what makes everything above it defensible.

None  of  these  five  is  exotic.  Every  one  of  them  is  ordinary

practice  in  every  other  part  of  enterprise  technology.  Payments

systems have all  five. Clinical systems have all  five. They are only

unusual in artificial intelligence because the field arrived suddenly,

from the consumer side, where none of them were needed.

2.8 The layer that is missing

Look  at  that  list  again  and  notice  what  it  describes.  Shared

knowledge. Identity. Policy. Record. Approval.

Those  are  not  features  of  an  application.  They  are  the

responsibilities of a layer underneath the applications — the same

responsibilities  an operating system holds over processes,  and an

enterprise platform holds over applications.

Chapter  1  traced  how  each  era  of  enterprise  computing

eventually  required a  new operating model  to coordinate what it

had  made  possible.  Mainframes  required  centralised  operations.

Personal  computing  required  desktop  management.  Enterprise



software  required  enterprise  architecture.  Cloud  computing

required platform engineering.

Intelligence requires the same thing, and for the same reason:

the organisation has acquired a new class of capability faster than it

has acquired any means of governing it.

That layer is the subject of this book. Before defining it, however,

there is a prior question that determines what any such layer must

be able to do — and for a growing number of organisations it is not

a  technical  question  at  all.  It  is  the  question  of  who  owns  the

intelligence in the first place.



The Full Book

This preview contains Chapter 2 of eight. The

complete edition covers the evolution of

enterprise computing, sovereignty and

ownership of intelligence, what an AI Operating

Platform is, where the work changes,

governance and trust, how to evaluate a real

platform, and a practical ninety-day adoption

plan. 
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