FA-04: Process Standardization Rigidity

The Systemic Erosion of Trust Through Inconsistent Service Standards

Page 1: The Diagnosis

Systemic vulnerability occurs when standard operating procedures (SOPs) are rigidly
optimized for the "happy path" and fail to account for real-world variability. This lack of
resilience transforms minor operational disruptions into cascading, high-cost customer
experience failures.

Systemic Anatomy

The Symptom: Standard operating procedures are optimized for the ‘happy path' scenario and fail to
accommodate the inherent variability of real-world service delivery, particularly during non-standard events.

The Root Cause: Process Engineering Philosophy

Why It Recurs: Process owners prioritize consistency and scale efficiency over flexibility, treating operational
variance as a defect to eliminate rather than a reality to accommodate.

The Governance Failure: Process design occurs in isolation from operations; lack of feedback mechanisms to
update SOPs based on actual execution challenges.

Scope Boundary: Does not explain external regulatory compliance (government-mandated processes) or
technical system limitations. Only explains friction from internally-designed process inflexibility.



Page 2: Strategic Risk & Impact

STRUCTURAL RISK PROFILE

Blast Radius: cross-domain
Time to Impact: delayed
Reversibility: costly

Decision Frequency: high

DECISION FALLOUT & IMPACT PATTERNS

Typical Decisions Affected:

« Designing workflows based on average handling times rather than edge case accommodation

« Penalizing staff for SOP deviations even when solving customer problems

Delayed Effects:

* Operational gridlock when minor non-standard events occur

» Customer perception of the organization as bureaucratic and rule-bound

Early Warning Signals:

« High volume of manual 'exception’ or 'waiver' requests processed

« Staff creating informal 'shadow processes' to work around official procedures

INDUSTRY MANIFESTATIONS

Airlines:

* Unclear refund procedures
* Inconsistent policy application

Airports:

 Poor family processing accommodations

Hospitality & Hotels:

« Difficulty getting itemized bills
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Page 3: The AERIM Resolution

Process Standardization Rigidity is typically addressed through better training, quality audits, or stricter
compliance enforcement. These fail because they assume the problem is execution rather than design. AERIM
resolves FA-04 by decoupling service standards from execution processes. Instead of mandating identical
procedures across all properties, AERIM defines outcome requirements (e.g., '‘check-in within 90 seconds for
loyalty members') and allows local adaptation. The system monitors compliance to outcomes, not procedures,
enabling properties to meet standards through different operational approaches. This shifts from procedural
rigidity to outcome accountability.

Resolution Level Required: cross-functional

This friction requires cross-functional resolution because process design authority typically resides in
specialized units separate from operational execution. Neither process owners nor operations can resolve the
disconnect unilaterally; the change requires joint governance that integrates design and execution perspectives.

Exception Governance Redesign:

 High exception volume signals that standardized processes do not match operational reality. The change
required involves treating exceptions as design inputs rather than compliance failures, systematically
incorporating edge cases into process architecture.

Operational Feedback Loop Integration:

* Process rigidity is sustained when design occurs in isolation from execution reality. The friction continues
until feedback mechanisms are structurally embedded that allow frontline experience to update standard
operating procedures continuously rather than episodically.

Process Design Philosophy Reorientation:

« This friction persists because processes are engineered for consistency and scale rather than flexibility
and resilience. The required change involves adopting a design philosophy that treats variance as a design
parameter rather than a defect to eliminate.

« Training staff more thoroughly on inflexible procedures fails when the procedures themselves are
mismatched to operational reality. This approach assumes the problem is staff understanding rather than
process design.



« Building formal mechanisms to handle exceptions fails because it treats symptoms rather than causes.
This approach preserves rigid primary processes while creating parallel bureaucracies, compounding
rather than resolving complexity.

« Increasing oversight and penalties for deviations fails structurally because it attempts to suppress the
operational need for flexibility. Stricter enforcement creates shadow processes and workarounds rather
than compliance.

Resolving FA-04 is an executive-level decision. It requires a mandate to transition from tool-centric
procurement to an architecture-first approach. AERIM provides the structural foundation to address the root
governance and coordination failures that perpetuate this friction archetype.



